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Amendment I. Congress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or 
abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the 
people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a 
redress of grievances. 


Amendment II. a well-regulated militia being necessary to 
the security of a free state, the right of the people to Keep and bear 
arms shall not be infringed. 


Amendment TT. No soldier shall, in time of peace, be 


quartered in any house, without the consent of the owner, nor in 
time of war, but in a manner to be prescribed by law. 


Amendment I VY The right of the people to be secure in their 
persons, houses, papers, and effects against unreasonable searches 
and seizures shall not be violated, and no warrants shall issue, 
but upon probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, and 
particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons or 
things to be seized. 


Amendment V, No person shall be held to answer for a 
capital, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment or 
indictment of a grand jury, except in cases arising in the land or 
naval forces, or in the militia, when in actual service in time of war 
or public danger; nor shall any person be subject for the same offense 
to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in 
any criminal case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of 


life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall private 
property be taken for public use, without just compensation. 


Amendment VI. tn all criminal prosecutions the accused 
shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial 
jury of the state and district wherein the crime shall have been 
committed, which district shall have been previously ascertained by 
law, and to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation; 
to be confronted with the witnesses against him; to have compulsory 
process for obtain-ing witnesses in his favor, and to have the 
assistance of counsel for his defense. 


Amendment VII. In suits at common law, where the 
value in controversy shall exceed twenty dollars, the right of trial by 
jury shall be preserved, and no fact tried by a jury shall be otherwise 
re-examined in any court of the United States, than according to the 
rules of the common law. 


Amendment VI TI. Excessive bail shall not be required, nor 


excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments inflicted. 


Amendment IX. The enumeration in the Constitution, of 
certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage others 
retained by the people. 


Amendment X. The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the states, are 
reserved to the states respectively, or to the people. 
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Foundations: Their Power and Influence 
Renee A. Wormser examines some of America’s most powerful tax-exempt 
foundations: their actions, as opposed to their stated purposes; the 
interlocking groups of men who run them; and their influence on the 
country at large. First published in 1958. (1993ed, 412pp, pb, $19.95) BKFPI 


Dollars & Sense 

Dollars & $ense, by John E. McManus, is an excellent tool for teaching 
Americans about the nature of money and how to solve inflation. Given the 
current economic crisis, it is a must-see! 

Sleeved DVD (2008, 48min, 1/$1.00; 11-20/$0.90ea;21-49/$0.80ea; 50-99/$0.75ea; 
100-999/$0.70ea; 1,000+/$0.64ea) DVDDAS 

Cased DVD (2008, 48min, 1/$5.95; 10-24/$4.95ea; 25-49/$3.95ea; 50-99/$2.95ea; 
100-249/$2.25ea; 250+/$1.75ea) DVDDASC 

Audio CD (2008, 42min, 1/$1.00; 25/$20.00; 50/$37.50; 100/$70.00) CDDAS 
Booklet (2009, 40pp, pb, 1/$2.95ea; 10/$2.00ea; 25/$1.50ea; 50/$1.00ea; 
100+/$0.75ea) BKLTDAS 


The Law 


Frédéric Bastiat, in his classic exposé of socialism and communism as “lawful 
plunder,’ explains the fundamental principles involved in determining the 
proper scope of government and reveals socialist fallacies. (2007ed, 74pp, pb, 
$4.95) BKL 
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The Shadows of Power 

Author James Perloff exposes the subversive roots and global 
designs of the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR). Passed off 
as a think-tank, this group is the “power behind the throne,’ 
with hundreds of top government officials drawn from its 
ranks. The book traces CFR activity from the Wilson to 
Reagan administrations. (2015ed, 273pp, pb, $10.95) BKSOP 


Man, Freedom, & Government 
An enhanced remake of Ezra Taft Benson’s 1968 filmstrip 
classic, this DVD provides a roadmap for restoring our 
freedoms and rights. 

Sleeved DVD (2005, 24min, 1/$1.00ea; 11-20/$0.90ea; 
21-49/$0.80ea; 50-99/$0.75ea; 100-999/$0.70ea; 
1,000+/$0.64ea) DVDMFGPS 

Cased DVD (2005, 24min, $5.95) DVDMFG 


The Creature From Jekyll Island 
G. Edward Griffin unmasks the secrets behind the 
manipulation of our nation’s money supply by providing an 
insider’s look at how the Federal Reserve came into being and 
how it controls the value of the dollar. (2010, 5th ed, 608pp, pb, 
$22.95) BKCFul 
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10 Transgender Transformation: 
Hope and Change, One Locker Room at a Time? 
by Dr. Duke Pesta — The Obama administration is bent on catering 
as far as possible to the sexually confused, despite his actions being 
illegal, illogical, hypocritical, and unpopular. 
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19 Nuclear Terrorism: Fear vs. Reality 
by Rebecca Terrell — Some fear nuclear Armageddon should 
terrorists strike a nuclear power plant. But radiation phobias are 
wreaking far greater havoc than any terrorist could possibly dream. 
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noteworthy U.S. politicians — both good and bad — in the 2016 
election. 
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The Anti-Federalist Papers 
A look at the clashes and compromises that gave birth to our form 
of government. (2003ed, 406pp, pb, $7.99) BKAFP 


The Federalist Papers 
A brilliant defense of the Constitution of the United States by 
Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and John Jay. (1999ed, 
606pp, pb, $6.99) BKFP 


Federalist Colonial Origins of the American Constitution 


es “Local government in colonial America was the seedbed of 

; American constitutionalism.’ So begins the introductory essay to 
tutional this landmark collection of 80 documents created by American 
colonists that are the genesis of American fundamental law and 


@ Federalist th) 23K constitutionalism. (1998, 396pp, pb, $14.95) BKCOAC 


Paners Miracle at Philadelphia 


Catherine Drinker Bowen rediscovers the timeless story of the 


Miracle al Constitutional Convention of 1787. (1986ed, 346pp, pb, $16.95) BKMP 


View of the Constitution of the United States 
Published in 1803 by a distinguished patriot and jurist, View of the 
Constitution of the United States represents the earliest extended 
commentary on the U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights. Written 
from the perspective that the federal government is an agent of 
a sovereign people, St. George Tucker’s work continues to add to 

~ our understanding of the Founding Fathers’ original intentions. 
‘4 tea , (1999ed, 478pp, pb, $14.95) BKVCUS 
Catherine Drinker Bowen 


of. Deeper 


How the Compact for America 
Threatens the Constitution — Reprint 


The constitutional convention (con-con) proposed by the 
Compact for America Initiative would pose an unacceptably 
high risk of damage to the Constitution. This reprint provides 
the information needed to defeat this new con-con initiative in 
state legislatures and Congress. (2013, 8 pp., $.02ea) RPCFA 


A More Perfect Union 
This motion picture does an admirable job of dramatizing the 
events of the Constitutional Convention of 1787. (2006, 120min, 
cased DVD, $19.95) DVDAMPU 
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Assuming and Ruling 


According to the Article “A Government 
of, by, and for Judges: Who Will Be Our 
Next Oligarch?” in the March 21 issue, 
the federal judiciary operates on a myth 
having to do with “judicial review,” es- 
tablished by the Supreme Court case of 
Marbury v. Madison in 1803. It is mis- 
takenly believed that judicial review is 
the power of the Supreme Court to de- 
cide the meaning of the Constitution and 
to strike down laws that the court finds 
unconstitutional. 

Much of American constitutional law 
today rests on that myth. It is assumed 
“We the People,” who ordained and es- 
tablished the Constitution, are all bound 
by the Supreme Court’s pronouncements. 
The decisions of the Supreme Court are 
regarded as essentially a part of the Con- 
stitution, and therefore the Supreme Court 
is the final authority on constitutional 
change. But most points of the myth are 
erroneous. 

Marbury v. Madison did not create the 
concept of judicial review, but applied well- 
established principles. The idea that courts 
possess an independent power and duty to 
interpret the law — and in the course of 
doing so must refuse to give effect to acts of 
the legislature that contradict the Constitu- 
tion — was established in The Federalist, 
No. 78, written by Alexander Hamilton. 

This does not mean the federal judiciary 
has supremacy over the other branches, 
per Hamilton: “Nor does this conclusion 
by any means suppose a superiority of the 
judicial to the legislative power. It only 
supposes that the power of the people is 
superior to both; and that where the will 
of the legislature, declared in its statutes, 
stands in opposition to that of the people, 
declared in the Constitution, the judges 
ought to be governed by the latter rather 
than the former.” 

The myth of judicial review arises from 
the Supreme Court’s Chief Justice Mar- 
shall’s famous words in Marbury, “It is 
emphatically the province and duty of the 
judicial department to say what the law 
is.” It is assumed from this comment Mar- 
shall was saying the opinions of the Su- 
preme Court are supreme and, therefore, 
was claiming that the Supreme Court is the 
final authority on constitutional change. 

However, this sentence is taken out of 
context. The paragraph in its entirety reads: 


LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 


It is emphatically the province and 
duty of the judicial department to 
say what the law is. Those who 
apply the rule to particular cases, 
must of necessity expound and in- 
terpret that rule. If two laws conflict 
with each other, the courts must 
decide on the operation of each. 
So if a law be in opposition to the 
constitution: if both the law and the 
constitution apply to a particular 
case, so that the court must either 
decide that case conformably to the 
law, disregarding the constitution; 
or conformably to the constitution, 
disregarding the law: the court must 
determine which of these conflicting 
rules governs the case. This is of the 
very essence of judicial duty. 


Nothing in Chief Justice Marshall’s 
opinion in Marbury makes a claim of 
judicial supremacy. In the above pas- 
sage Marshall is arguing constitutional 
supremacy, not judicial supremacy. It is 
the proposition of Marbury v. Madison 
for the federal judiciary to uphold what 
is textually written in the U.S. Constitu- 
tion. This requires the judicial branch to 
be independent of but not superior to the 
legislative and executive branches. Mar- 
shall’s statement of judicial review rests 
on premises of separation of powers 
that are fundamentally inconsistent with 
the assertion by any one branch of the 
federal government of a superior power 
of constitutional interpretation over the 
others. Marshall continues: “The duty 
and power of judicial review exist in the 
first place because the Constitution is 
supreme over the judiciary and governs 
its conduct. The framers of the consti- 
tution contemplated that instrument as 
a rule for the government of courts, as 
well as of the legislature.” 
Constitutional supremacy implies strict 
textualism as a controlling method of con- 
stitutional interpretation, not subjective ju- 
dicial discretion. Mi 
DANIEL HUNT 
Manchester, Connecticut 


Send your letters to: THE NEW AMERICAN, P.O. 
Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54912. Or e-mail: 
editorial@thenewamerican.com. Due to vol- 
ume received, not all letters can be answered. 
Letters may be edited for space and clarity. 
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INSIDE TRACK 


Was the Austrian Election “Stolen’’? 


The razor-thin election result in Austria’s presidential race on 
May 22 was heralded by EU politicians and the establishment 
media worldwide as a hair’s-breadth “escape” from a “far-right” 
takeover. The candidates were “far right” Norbert Hofer of the 
Freedom Party, who called for a stop to the unrestricted “refu- 
gee” migration into the EU, and the “moderate” socialist Green 
Party candidate Alexander van der Bellen. The final result was 
determined by postal votes, with nearly 900,000 Austrians — 14 
percent of the voters — casting their ballot by mail this year. On 
May 23, the tabulation of the mail-in vote was announced to be 
in van der Bellen’s favor, by a mere 31,026 votes. According to 
election officials, van der Bellen had squeaked out a 50.3 percent 
of the vote total to Hofer’s 49.7 percent. 

There were immediate charges by some Freedom Party sup- 
porters that the election had been “stolen,” which may indeed be 
accurate. The Elections Department of Austria’s Ministry of the 
Interior announced May 25 that it is investigating “irregularities” 
involving tens of thousands of postal votes, particularly those 
concentrated in four towns. “The Austrian Ministry of the Interior 
has announced an investigation into ‘voting irregularities in four 
towns during the recent presidential election,” the New Observer 
reported on May 25. “In all cases, the FPO’s [Freedom Party’s] 
candidate Norbert Hofer won the ‘live’ votes, but lost when the 
postal votes were counted.” 


Regardless of the outcome of the official postal vote fraud in- 
vestigation, it is clear that the prospect of Norbert Hofer’s presi- 
dential run was a matter of great alarm in the higher circles of 
power inside the European Union. Jean-Claude Juncker, presi- 
dent of the European Commission, was especially abusive and 
intrusive in the lead-up to the election. “The prospect of seeing 
the far-right win forces me to say that I don’t like them,” Juncker 
told French newspaper Le Monde on May 20. “The Austrians 
don’t like to hear this but I don’t care: there is no debate or dia- 
logue with the far-right.” 


Abortion a Matter of “Economic Security and Opportunity’? 


In a May 13 op-ed piece for the women’s fashion magazine Elle, 
Cecile Richards, president of the Planned Parenthood Federation 
of America and the Planned Parenthood Action Fund, asserted that 
“reproductive health,” a euphemism for both contraception and 
abortion, “isn’t a theoretical issue, a social issue, or a distraction 
— it’s a fundamental issue of economic security and opportunity.” 

Richards’ article was filled with claims that defy basic rules 
of logic. For example: “Today, the number of women who finish 
four or more years of college is five times what it was before 
birth control became legal. One study even found that the Pill is 
responsible for a third of women’s wage gains since the 1960s.” 


Cecile Vii S f / | 
Richards f 


With the many changes in our society that occurred since the 
1960s, it is impossible to determine which factors were respon- 
sible for more women finishing college. The same is true for 
women’s wage gains, which are likely just a natural consequence 
of these college-educated women becoming more interested in 
careers. Yet Richards would have us believe that women owe 
much of their economic advancement to Planned Parenthood’s 
campaign to promote birth control. 

Throughout her article, Richards praised Hillary Clinton, 
which is not surprising for someone with a long history of ties to 
the Democratic Party. Before taking her post at Planned Parent- 
hood, Richards served as president of America Votes, a coalition 
of national Democratic Party-affiliated organizations. 

Richards and Planned Parenthood have managed to get away 
with overt political endorsements of pro-abortion candidates 
because its advocacy activities are executed by the Planned 
Parenthood Action Fund, which is registered as a 501(c)(4) 
charity. Unlike 501(c)(3) organizations, which are prohibited 
from supporting political candidates, and are subject to limits 
on lobbying, 501(c)(4) organizations can engage in unlimited 
lobbying so long as it pertains to the organization’s mission. 
Planned Parenthood endorsed Barack Obama in the 2008 and 
2012 presidential elections, and in the 2014 election cycle it 
spent $6,587,100 on contributions to candidates and political 
parties (overwhelmingly to Democrats) and on independent 
expenditures. 
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i 
Bill Would Prohibit Federal Reserve Bailouts for States, Cities 


On May 18, a coalition of Republican lawmakers introduced 
a bill, the No Bailouts for State, Territory, and Local Govern- 
ments Act (HR 5276), that would prohibit any federal or Fed- 
eral Reserve “funny-money” funding to bail out state, county, 
local, or territorial governments across the United States. If the 
legislation is approved, the prohibition would apply to bailouts 
by both the Obama administration’s Treasury and the Federal 
Reserve System. 

The measure comes amid Puerto Rico’s ongoing financial 
woes, problems so serious that the island, a territory of the 
United States, is said to be in a “death spiral” after defaulting 
on its debts. At the same time, America is also facing a widely 
anticipated wave of looming state, county, and municipal bank- 
ruptcies in the face of outlandish pension obligations and wild 
debts run up by Big Labor-controlled politicians. Some city 
governments, including Detroit and Stockton, have already de- 
clared bankruptcy in recent years. More than a few states are 


also in trouble. Among state governments, the Big Government- 
dominated states of Illinois, California, New Jersey, and New 
York are said to be in the worst shape. 

Some analysts suspect the bill is really aimed at saving all of 
the potential Federal Reserve bailouts for the federal government 
itself, which currently has more debt and unfunded liabilities than 
any entity has ever accumulated in all of human history. Among 
other liabilities, Washington, D.C., has a national debt close to 
$20 trillion, owing much of it to the Fed and Communist China. 
That figure does not include unfunded liabilities, which experts 
estimate at between $100 trillion and $200 trillion. 

Lawmakers in both parties should take this opportunity to audit 
and eventually end the Fed, and rein in the Obama administra- 
tion’s lawless bureaucracies that acknowledge practically no lim- 
its on their power. It would also be wise to allow big-spending 
politicians (and the voters who recklessly put them in power) to 
face the consequences of their irresponsibility. 


Obama Waging Another Illegal War in Libya 


The Obama administration has once again deployed U.S. mili- 
tary forces to Libya — again without permission from Con- 
gress, much less the U.S. Constitution. Weapons shipments, 
support for shadowy militia groups, extrajudicial assassina- 
tions via drone-fired missiles, and more 
are already under way. And like last time, 
various globalist European powers are re- 
portedly helping. 

This time, rather than supporting al- 
Qaeda and other jihadists against a for- 
mer U.S. terror-war ally, as the Obama 
administration did in round one, Obama 
purports to be doing the opposite. Ac- 
cording to media reports, Obama has de- 
ployed American Special Forces to prop 
up the unstable “transitional” regime that 
claims authority to rule Libya. The ad- 
ministration is also reportedly helping to battle the “Islamic 
State,” or ISIS, as well as showering weapons on one of Libya’s 
self-styled governments — the one backed by the UN. 

On May 16, the Washington Times reported that a “small 
number” of U.S. special operations teams had been on the 
ground in northeast and western Libya “for the better part of a 


year.” The Obama administration and some of its allies among 
European governments have also “begun shipping weapons and 
equipment to Libya’s fragile unity government,” the paper said, 
without citing sources. 

The new weapons shipments from 
Obama are being provided in violation of 
UN sanctions and a prohibition on ship- 
ping weapons to the war-torn nation. Sec- 
retary of State John Kerry tried to justify 
the decision: “If you have a legitimate 
government [sic] and that legitimate gov- 
ernment is fighting terrorism, that legiti- 
mate government should not be victim- 
ized” by a UN weapons embargo. 

After all of the disasters and bloodshed 
brought about by the executive branch’s 
< illegal UN-approved wars and military 
actions, it is hard to believe that almost no one in Washington, 
D.C., has yet realized the wisdom of the Founders and the Con- 
stitution. All war-making powers were vested in the American 
people’s elected representatives in Congress for a very good 
reason. And the Founders wisely urged Americans to avoid 
going abroad in search of monsters to destroy. 


EXTENDED INSIDE TRACK 


UN “Human Rights” Council Ridiculed in Congress 


n May 17, the dictator-domi- 
( )ie United Nations Human 

Rights Council was ridiculed 
at a U.S. congressional hearing that 
was seemingly meant to serve as a 
boost for the controversial outfit and 
everything it represents. The main 
takeaway, though, was that with some 
“reforms,” the dictators club and its 
“human rights” bureaucracy could do 
good work. 

The hearing, entitled “Ten Years 
Later: The Status of the United Na- 
tions Human Rights Council,” aimed 
to examine the last decade of the out- 
fit’s operations and the U.S. govern- 
ment’s involvement. According to the 
announcement, the hearing was sup- 
posed to examine “the successes and 
shortfalls of U.S. engagement with 
the U.N. Human Rights Council, its 
current forms of operation and priori- 
ties, and possible options for reform that would help the Council 
more effectively achieve its original mandate.” 

A big focus of the hearing was whether the new UN “human 
rights” bureaucracy, launched a decade ago, was better than 
the old one. The reason the current iteration of the outfit is 
only 10 years old, though, remains just as relevant today. The 
UN “Human Rights Commission,” which existed for 60 years, 
had become such a discredited laughingstock that nobody could 
take it seriously. The theater of the absurd was so bad that the 
UN “Commission” even elected brutal Libyan dictator Moam- 
mar Gadhafi and his regime to lead it. Even then-UN boss Kofi 
Annan was forced to concede that the outfit had become a joke 
that “cast a shadow on the reputation of the United Nations 
system as a whole.” So they tried again with the “Council.” 

Despite the apparent support for the overall UN and its 
agenda, perhaps the most noteworthy and interesting testimony 
came from Hillel Neuer, executive director of the Geneva-based 
watchdog group UN Watch. “Next month, Geneva will cele- 
brate the 200th anniversary since Mary Shelley and her hus- 
band joined Lord Byron and others at Villa Diodati, in Geneva, 
right across from where the Council is today,” he said. “In that 
cold and gloomy June of 1816, amid the darkness, and storms 
of thunder and lightning, they exchanged ghost stories. Mary 
Shelley then had a nightmare, which she famously published: 
the story of an idealistic student who tried to create life, only to 
be horrified by its results, the story of Frankenstein.” 

“T often walk past Villa Diodati,” Neuer continued in his re- 
marks at the hearing. “When I gaze across Lake Geneva and 
see the UN Human Rights Council, I cannot help but wonder: 
If Eleanor Roosevelt and René Cassin [of the original UN 
Human Rights Commission] were alive, and beheld the sight 
of a body that grotesquely legitimizes murderers, dictators, and 
anti-Semites, would they not be revolted by what has become of 


their creation? Would they not conclude that today’s UN Human 
Rights Council has become Frankenstein’s monster, and their 
dream become a nightmare?” 

It would appear to be so. Some of those testifying at the hear- 
ing, including Neuer, pointed out that the UN outfit does not 
even live up to its own mandates. For example, the UN council 
was supposed to select only member governments that “uphold 
the highest standards in the promotion and protection of human 
rights.” Of course, there are very few governments in the world 
that actually meet that criteria, provided real rights are used as 
the yardstick rather than bogus UN-defined “human rights” that 
can be limited “by law” for almost any reason. 

However, despite pointing out a broad range of problems 
and scandals that plague the UN outfit, Neuer offered a series 
of “recommendations” for the U.S. government to “reform” 
and improve the council. Those include speaking out publicly 
against “the most egregious candidates,” and working to block 
their election to the UN council. He also called for Washington, 
D.C., to introduce resolutions against rights-abusing govern- 
ments and to convene “special sessions” to deal with “gross 
abuses.” But none of that addresses the root of the problem, and 
it all assumes the UN was created with good intentions. 

Rather than focus on “reforming” the UN outfit and promot- 
ing UN-defined “human rights,” Congress should focus on sev- 
ering America’s ties with the despot-dominated and totally dis- 
credited global organization. A bill currently in Congress would 
do precisely that. There is no good reason why Americans 
should be forced to fund and legitimize a group of autocracies 
as they seek to redefine the concept of rights around the world. 
Instead, U.S. lawmakers should show a renewed commitment 
to the unalienable rights guaranteed in the U.S. Constitution, 
and to protecting those rights from all enemies, foreign and 
domestic. Ml 
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Obama Voids Ban on Shipping Arms to Vietnam 

“The decision to lift the ban was based on our desire to complete what has 
been a lengthy process of moving toward normalization with Vietnam.” 

Still a communist-led country, Vietnam can now expect weaponry from the 
United States. President Barack Obama labels his move a positive step. 


Freshman GOP Senator Rebukes Democratic Party Leader 

“Tam forced to listen to the bitter, vulgar, incoherent ramblings of the 
minority leader. When was the last time he read a bill? It was probably 
an electricity bill.” 

Claiming that delaying actions engineered by Senator Harry Reid (D- 
Nev.) were created “to protect his own sad, sorry legacy,” Senator Tom 
Cotton (R-Ark.) delivered his blast from the floor of the Senate. 


Barack 
Obama 


Former Legal Foe Now Praises Bill Clinton 

“There are certain tragic dimensions which we all lament. President Carter set a very high standard 
which President Clinton, the most gifted politician of the baby boomer generation, continues to follow.” 
Claiming that there is deep anger, along with radical populism, among voters, Kenneth Starr, the 
former independent counsel who investigated Bill Clinton's sexual and financial dealings, surprised 
many with his laudatory comments about the former president. 


Trump Wins Backing of National Rifle Association 
“If your preferred candidate dropped out of the race, it’s time to get over 
it. The current vacancy on the Supreme Court means the Second Amend- 


ye 4 ment is on the ballot.” 


a. =e Chris Cox, the executive director of the NRA’s Institute of Legislative 
yi . £ \, Action, delivered his remarks at an NRA event where Donald Trump won 
*~ the endorsement of the organization. 
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Though Humorous, His Remarks Carry a Strong Message 

“Now just so you are not confused when you go to the restrooms, the M 
does not stand for ‘Make up your mind,’ and the W does not stand for 
“Whatever.’” 

Texas Lieutenant Governor Dan Patrick earned laughter and applause for his remarks at the state 
GOP Convention. 


Dan 
Patrick 


AP Images 


China’s Government Continues Suppression of Christianity 

“Tt’s easy for them to fabricate a crime and accuse you. We have to be very careful.” 

The unnamed pastor of a large unregistered church in Wenzhou knows that the communist government 
fears religion and frequently takes action to suppress it. 


Afghan Father Insists He Will Kill His Taliban Son 

“T went with full confidence. I wanted to kill him. It is up to God, but I think his blood is legitimate for me.” 
The commander of the Afghan government s militia in a northern province, Abdul Basir said he would 
readily kill his Taliban son if confronted by him in a battle. 


Poll Finds 90-percent Approval Among 

Native Americans for “Redskin” Name 

“About the Washington Redskins team, our fans and community have 

always believed our name represents honor, respect and pride. We 

are gratified by this overwhelming support from the Native American 

community.” 

A Washington Post poll of 504 American Indians found support among 

people who are supposed to be outraged by the use of the term “Redskins”’ 

by the D.C. football team. Team owner Dan Snyder has fought against . 

demands that the name be discarded. / ; Dan 
— COMPILED BY JOHN F. MCMANUS Snyder 
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HOPE AND CHANGE, ONE LOCKER ROOM AT A TIME? 


The Obama administration is bent on catering as far as possible to the sexually 
confused, despite his actions being illegal, illogical, hypocritical, and unpopular. 


Lame duck, lamer Congress: Despite his waning tenure, Obama continues to implement his 
agenda because Republicans in the House and Senate are reluctant to check his power. 


by Dr. Duke Pesta 


[Tse een lame-duck presidents 
have been to some degree ham- 
strung during the waning months of 
their second terms in office, as the country 
takes a deep cleansing breath, anticipating 
the potential ramifications of future ad- 
ministrations based on the electability of 
the leading candidates and the balance of 
power in the House and Senate. And al- 
though President Obama too has found his 
wings clipped regarding issues such as the 
Supreme Court vacancy created by Anto- 
nin Scalia’s death, he is nevertheless mak- 
ing the most of his rapidly dwindling time 
in office. Despite Republican control of 
both houses of Congress, Obama pushes 
forward his radical agenda with shocking- 
ly little blowback from the beltway GOP, 
a dereliction of duty that no doubt plays a 
large role in the surprising ascendancy of 
rogue candidate Donald Trump. 

A key reason for Obama’s swan-song 
success is the way he has effectively cir- 
cumvented democratic process and the 
tule of law since first taking office in early 
2009. Ever since he eked out an unlikely 
victory in the messy legislative fiasco that 
was the Affordable Care Act — a brutal 
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legal tussle that punctured his pretense of 
transparency and left his popularity greatly 
diminished, despite the herculean efforts 
of Chief Justice John Roberts to save him 
from his own overreach — team Obama 
has preferred to bribe, bully, threaten, and 
insinuate, rather than work with Congress 
to actually legislate. From the imposi- 
tion of Common Core in the schools, to 
the neutering of our border policies, to 
the enacting of delusional environmental 
policy designed to retard the creation of 
wealth — not cleanse the biosphere — this 
administration has governed by fiat, ex- 
ecutive order, and a systematic and ques- 
tionably legal brand of arm-twisting more 
indicative of a subculture syndicate than a 
constitutional republic. 


The Hypocrisy of Potty Politics 

The latest example of Obama’s extra- 
legal advancement of “hope and change” 
— the fulfillment of his promise to “fun- 
damentally transform” America — is the 
administration’s letter of May 13 direct- 
ing public schools to give transgender 
students full access to the bathrooms 
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and locker rooms of the opposite sex. 
The directive, crafted by Vanita Gupta, 
head of the Justice Department’s Civil 
Rights Division, and Catherine Lhamon, 
assistant secretary of education for civil 
rights, has tremendous implications for 
all of America’s public schools and the 
vast majority of colleges and universi- 
ties that receive federal funding or labor 
under the Orwellian excesses of Title IX 
legislation. Take for instance the follow- 
ing injunction from the section of the let- 
ter on “Restrooms and Locker Rooms”: 


A school may provide separate fa- 
cilities on the basis of sex, but must 
allow transgender students access 
to such facilities consistent with 
their gender identity. A school may 
not require transgender students to 
use facilities inconsistent with their 
gender identity or to use individual- 
user facilities when other students 
are not required to do so. A school 
may, however, make individual-user 
options available to all students who 
voluntarily seek additional privacy. 


In one fell swoop, the directive demands 
that schools accommodate transgender 
students by allowing them to determine 
which bathroom or shower they access, 
and forbids schools from forcing (or 
even encouraging) transgender students 
to utilize individualized bathrooms and 
showers created specifically to allow for 
a third way, one that would provide for 
the specific needs of transgender students 
without compromising the privacy of oth- 
ers. Privacy is clearly important — the 
letter plainly allows accommodation on 
the basis of it — but obviously not im- 
portant enough to supersede the newly 
minted and exclusive rights of transgen- 
der students. The clear implication is that 
multi-user bathrooms and showers dedi- 
cated solely to transgender students are 
also discriminatory. 

Paradoxically — and with no clarifica- 
tion or explanation — the letter asserts 
that schools may make individual bath- 
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The directive demands that schools accommodate 
transgender students by allowing them to determine 
which bathroom or shower they access, and 
forbids schools from forcing (or even encouraging) 
transgender students to utilize individualized 


bathrooms and showers. 


room and locker room options available 
to students who protest the “inclusive” 
accommodations put forth by the feds. Al- 
lowing such protest accommodations on 
the part of non-transgender students — on 
behalf of girls, for instance, who have the 
temerity to believe they are actually girls 
— underscores the illegitimacy of the en- 
tire enterprise, serving as little more than 
a cheap way to provide cover from the 
onslaught of legal action already massing 
in the wake of such ill-conceived social 
engineering. Thus, girls who protest the 
presence in the showers of boys who think 
they are girls can now demand the same 
individualized showers that are otherwise 
offensive when offered to protesting trans- 
gender students. That’s right, third-party 
bathrooms and showers are now accept- 
able accommodations for offended non- 
transgender students, but discriminatory 
when the sole option available to trans- 
gender students. 

Also paradoxically, schools may still 
“provide separate facilities on the basis 
of sex,” but cannot restrict access to those 
who belong to that specific biological sex. 
What exactly is the point of allowing sex- 
based bathrooms and showers if they can- 
not be that for which they were mandated 
in the first place? In this inconsistent and 
contradictory system, the only students 
with absolute freedom of choice are trans- 
gender students: All other choices are 
compromised or negotiated. Besides all 
of these nonsensical distinctions without 
a difference, such changes are urged with- 
out any formal definition of transgender 
identity, no existing legislation affirming 
such parameters, and no legal precedent 
or voter mandate for incorporating such 
radical new policies. 

Further, we already have ample evi- 
dence from social justice warriors of the 
type making these decisions that merely 
asking transgender students to verify or 
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legitimate their gender identification is a 
form of inexcusable bigotry (potentially 
punishable by laws, should we ever again 
get around to actually passing them). As 
such, transgender identities are now more 
protected and less subject to politically 
correct deconstruction than either hetero- 
sexual or homosexual identities (and defi- 
nitely more protected than the biological 
sex that underpins any of these alterna- 
tives). An unspoken but all-too-real con- 
sequence of this initiative is that gender 
not only trumps biology, but also that a 
person’s gender is unassailably fluid to the 
point that it can change from day to day, 
hour to hour, or even minute to minute. A 
biologically male student who identifies 
as transgender may dress with the boys 
before gym class and then shower with 
the girls after class ends. And the only 
true crime would be asking the student to 
explain the difference, let alone justify it. 


And will we have to constantly issue 
new edicts as to whether the toilet seat be 
left up or down? Whether urinals are re- 
quired in all women’s bathrooms? Wheth- 
er everyone in men’s bathrooms must sit 
to do their business at all times? Whether 
sanitary pads must be available in all 
conceivable bathroom configurations? It 
would be much easier to simply require 
everyone to use the exact same bathrooms 
and shower rooms. And that is and always 
has been the point — just like ObamaCare 
was designed to eventually give way to 
Single Payer. 

Let’s be very clear about what is hap- 
pening here. What American young 
person — of any sex or gender, real or 
make-believe — would consider it dis- 
criminatory to be provided a private 
bathroom or shower exclusively for his 
or her own personal use? The desire for 
bathroom privacy is a pervasive Ameri- 
can cultural norm, and not just among the 
youth. In certain European countries, it is 
perhaps more common to find males and 
females occupying the same bathrooms. 
Nevertheless, it stands to reason that 
the preference would be for bathroom 
privacy even in these countries, should 
single-occupancy baths and showers be 
made available. 

Such accommodations are a consumma- 
tion devoutly to be wished, not a torment 
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Unaccountable apparatchiks: An army of unelected bureaucrats, such as Vanita Gupta (shown), 


head of the Justice Department’s Civil Rights Division, enforce the administration’s often extra- 


legal directives. 
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Teaching transgenderism? Catherine Lhamon (pictured), assistant secretary of education for 
civil rights, worked to craft Obama’s divisive transgender mandate. 


to be endured: unless, of course, you have 
a different agenda than simply utilizing 
the tacilities to answer the call of nature. It 
does not tax any but the most progressive 
of imaginations to contemplate which of 
nature’s urges the new bathroom policies 
might gratify for young men. There are 
few more liberated places than the Univer- 
sity of Toronto, after all, and yet UT was 
forced to rescind its transgender bathroom 
policy after unambiguously male students 
were caught filming their demonstrably 
female classmates in the showers. 
Perhaps the way to upend all of this 
nonsense is to convince legions of students 
whose sex and gender conform to demand 
their own private bathrooms in order to 
guarantee their rights to privacy as out- 
lined in the federal government’s mandate. 
As in the case of all such utopian planning, 
the ultimate objective is not fairness or tol- 
erance, but the leveling of all distinction 
in pursuit of sameness and “equality.” The 
push to create one universal bathroom and 
shower room that everyone uses in com- 
mon — without distinction — foreshad- 
ows ever more bold plans aimed at the 
eradication of all difference in the name of 
social justice. Why is it that everyone but 
progressives can see that those screaming 
loudest about diversity are almost always 
those most eager to destroy it altogether in 
the name of “equity” and “fairness”? 
Despite the highly proscriptive lan- 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


guage of the letter, and the officiously ab- 
surd titles of the bureaucrats who wrote it, 
defenders of the directive are quick to in- 
sist that this is not “law,” but merely a se- 
ries of suggestions about how schools and 
universities can become more “inclusive.” 
But the two unelected officials — the lat- 
est in a long line of unaccountable Obama 
surrogates regulating and restructuring 
every aspect of American culture — make 
it clear that there are indeed consequences 
for not conforming to the new bathroom 
order. The letter may not carry the force 
of law, but it does purport to be “signifi- 
cant guidance” about how the administra- 
tion “evaluate[s] whether covered entities 
are complying with legal obligations,” 
and implies quite directly that federal 
aid will be withheld from schools that do 
not comply: “As a condition of receiving 
Federal funds, a school agrees that it will 
not exclude, separate, deny benefits to, or 
otherwise treat differently on the basis of 
sex any person in its educational programs 
or activities unless expressly authorized to 
do so under Title IX or its implementing 
regulations.” 

This default to Title [IX is self-serving 
indeed, since the Obama administration 
was effectively rewriting Title IX to ac- 
commodate transgender identity as early 
as 2014. In April of that year, the Depart- 
ment of Education offered further “guid- 
ance” about the enforcement of Title IX, 


quietly adding an interpretation that incor- 
porated gender identity: 


Title [X’s sex discrimination prohi- 
bition extends to claims of discrimi- 
nation based on gender identity or 
failure to conform to stereotypical 
notions of masculinity or feminin- 
ity and [the Office of Civil Rights] 
accepts such complaints for investi- 
gation. Similarly, the actual or per- 
ceived sexual orientation or gender 
identity of the parties does not change 
a school’s obligations. 


The prohibition “extends” — we are told 
without explanation — to discrimination 
over gender identity. Note the conde- 
scending and dismissive way that male 
and female — masculine and feminine — 
are reduced to mere stereotype. In other 
words, the DOE simply invented new 
“rights” and “obligations” out of whole 
cloth, and inserted them into existing leg- 
islation, no questions asked and with no 
other oversight or congressional approval. 

Since then, the made-up accommo- 
dations have been used to bring various 
public schools to heel about transgender 
issues, especially with regards to bath- 
rooms and shower facilities. The fact 
that these changes were “suggestive,” 
rather than codified law, did not prevent 
the feds from successfully bullying the 
schools in question to conform, setting a 
dangerous but politically expedient prec- 
edent. Not surprisingly, groups such as the 
ACLU rallied to the federal government’s 
made-up cause, defending the “right” of 
transgender students to use the bathrooms 
and showers of their choice. This is how 
social justice activism — usurping power 
that does not belong to it — imposes it- 
self into existing statute without process 
or precedent, using the punitive power of 
government to enforce the legally unen- 
forceable, as Congress nods, lawyers en- 
rich themselves, school districts cave out 
of fear of lost funding, and the Constitu- 
tional Republic devolves into a banana re- 
public run by unaccountable apparatchiks 
and driven by political extortion. In a se- 
ries of incremental, unnoticed, unopposed, 
and ultimately illegal steps, the federal 
government conflated biological sex with 
gender, inventing yet another protected 
class and compelling the nation at large to 
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accommodate it without passing a single 
law or soliciting a single vote. 


Gender Confused, 

or Confusing Sex and Gender? 

A defining aspect of Obama’s preferred 
method of governance is to shackle, re- 
strain, and handcuff America’s soldiers 
on the battlefield, while simultaneously 
empowering social justice warriors with 
the full force of shock and awe to steam- 
roll opposition and swamp dissent under 
a sea of regulation and the threat of litiga- 
tion. The vast majority of our local school 
boards and public school administrators — 
besides being sympathetic to progressive 
causes in general — are preternaturally 
paralyzed by anything that might portend 
the withdrawal of federal monies or open 
them to the threat of a federal lawsuit. This 
is why one unkempt curmudgeon toiling 
away in a basement with a fax machine is 
able to manipulate school administrators 
into banning Christmas carols, prohibit- 
ing Bible study, and now, transgendering 
bathrooms. And this is also why the feds 
win time and time again — without law, 
precedent, or common sense on their side 
— because the potential cost of fighting 
or even dissenting is just too steep. The 
federal government is not just a bully: It 
is a bully with deep pockets and endless 
resources, as likely to bribe or stonewall 
as to batter. 

And yet sometimes a bridge to no- 
where is still a bridge too far. We con- 
tinue to see tremendous pushback against 
Common Core, for instance, and activ- 
ists have warned us for years that the 
national standards are a Trojan horse for 
the mainstreaming of transgender issues 
in the elementary-school classroom. Un- 
like Common Core, which was developed, 
funded, and implemented before parents 
and teachers had any idea it was coming, 
the move to transgender bathrooms is just 
beginning. But the stakes involved sug- 
gest that the issue will consolidate oppo- 
sition and unify dissent in unprecedented 
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Keeping it above board: As Boards of Education across the country mindlessly implement 
federal provisions, even if not legally obligated to do so, some, such as the Mississippi Board of 
Education shown here, are standing with their state’s resistance to such federal “guidance.” 


ways. The absurdities, contradictions, and 
double standards that accompany the new 
bathroom policies are already becoming 
manifest in schools across the country. 
And they will only intensify moving for- 
ward. This fight is winnable. 

Anyone with the stomach to monitor 
these changes in America’s schools could 
point to any number of examples of dis- 
sent, dissatisfaction, and downright dis- 
gust with the federal government’s unnec- 
essary politicization of this issue and their 
heavy-handed method of implementation. 
But some examples stand out for special 
consideration, such as the events unfold- 
ing at Township High School District 211, 
in Palatine, Illinois. A group of parents are 
suing the U.S. Department of Education 
and the district — the largest in Illinois — 
for allowing a transgender (male) student 
access to the girls’ locker room. The law- 
suit — filed in federal court — maintains 
that the decision “tramples[s] students’ 
privacy” and creates an “intimidating and 
hostile environment” for the girls who 
now must share the shower room with 
the transgender student. Jerry Tedesco, an 
attorney with Alliance Defending Free- 


Girls who protest the presence in the showers of boys 
who think they are girls can now demand the same 
individualized showers that are otherwise offensive 
when offered to protesting transgender students. 


dom who represents the families, argues, 
“Students have an expectation of privacy 
in restrooms and locker rooms, and that 
expectation is violated when a school puts 
the opposite-sex student in those kind of 
private and intimate facilities.” Equally 
important is the lawsuit’s contention that 
it was unlawful for the Department of Ed- 
ucation to include gender identity under 
Title [X in the first place. 

The unnamed student, who was already 
allowed to use the girls’ bathroom, filed a 
complaint with the Department of Educa- 
tion’s Office for Civil Rights after being 
denied access to the girls’ locker room. 
To no one’s surprise, the feds concluded 
that Township High School violated Title 
IX — the same Title [IX they manipulated 
to force just such a crisis. As a result, the 
district stood to lose millions of federal 
dollars and open itself to legal action if 
the issue was not “resolved” (translation: 
if the district did not immediately sur- 
render). And surrender they did, allowing 
the boy access to the girls’ locker room 
and installing “privacy stalls.” This of 
course begs the next question: Do privacy 
stalls — which were not necessary when 
the room was designated for females (as 
federal directive allows) — not also dis- 
criminate against the boy who thinks he’s 
a girl? Is it not insulting and prejudicial to 
erect privacy barriers where none existed 
before, when the entire premise is that all 
those allowed by law into girls’ locker 
rooms are by definition the same? 
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District parent Vicki Wilson, co-founder 
of Parents for Privacy, argues, “No school 
should impose a policy like this against 
the will of so many parents.” The school’s 
reply — in the creepy new cryptography 
required of those who want to avoid being 
booted from the federal gravy train — came 
from District Superintendent Daniel Cates: 
“The district has faithfully honored our 
agreement with the Office for Civil Rights 
and our students have shown acceptance, 
support, and respect for each other.... We 
have implemented the agreement without 
any reports of incident or issue.” How 
quaint that the superintendent is so uncriti- 
cally faithful to whatever the feds say at the 
moment, by whatever means they came to 
say it, and regardless of the underlying le- 
gality of such pronouncements. Indeed, the 
only things Cates has shown “acceptance, 
support, and respect” for are the capricious 
and extralegal whims of the federal govern- 
ment and the petulant demands of one boy 
who claims to be a girl. 

Notably absent from Cates’ discon- 
nected kumbaya for tolerance, of course, 
are the complaints of the young girls who 
oppose the directive, the outrage of the 
parents who are suing the district and 
the federal government, and the resolve 
of the multiple organizations that are 
supporting the lawsuit and representing 
the parents. If you are one of the few 
remaining individuals who still need 
proof that America’s public schools are 


now irremediably America’s government 
schools, then consider the tens of thou- 
sands of Cateses who administer schools 
across the country. 


Is This a Conservative Water-Loo? 

It’s not just the schools that are being com- 
pelled to accept transgender politics and 
transformed bathrooms. The feds are mak- 
ing a similarly brazen attempt to normal- 
ize and promote the transgender agenda in 
the workplace and the market place. After 
previously rejecting the Maloney amend- 
ment — Obama’s executive order ban- 
ning federal contractors from discrimina- 
tion on the basis of sexual orientation and 
gender identity — Congress reconvened 
one week later, and on May 26, 2016, 43 
Republicans joined with Democrats to 
pass the measure, which now becomes 
law as part of a yearly spending bill for 
energy and water programs. In so doing, 
these Republicans tacitly agreed with the 
Obama administration’s curious elision 
of sex and gender, and the corresponding 
elevation of gender identity to the same 
protected class as race. The primary dan- 
ger here is the absolute malleability of 
the definition of “discrimination,” which 
can now permit the federal government to 
refuse to contract with private companies 
and organizations simply because they do 
not allow transgender persons to access 
the bathrooms and showers with which 
they identify. 


Sign of the times: Massive cultural changes are boiled down to a sign and a shrug. 
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With so much at stake, it is not surpris- 
ing that states are beginning to fight back 
with a singularity of purpose we have 
not seen since the battle over the Afford- 
able Care Act. The flush heard ’round the 
world occurred on February 22, 2016, in 
Charlotte, North Carolina, when the City 
Council voted 7 to 4 to allow transgender 
people to choose public bathrooms and 
showers that correspond to their preferred 
gender identity. By early March, Repub- 
lican legislators rallied to call for a spe- 
cial legislative session to challenge the 
new ordinance in Charlotte, in large part 
because the City Council’s vote contra- 
dicts North Carolina’s state Constitution, 
which cedes the power to decide issues of 
labor and trade to the state, not to local 
municipalities. Predictably, mainstream 
media outlets ignored the broader ques- 
tion of the constitutionality of Charlotte’s 
decision, choosing instead to focus on the 
perceived “trans-phobia” of the governor 
and the legislature. Charlotte simply did 
not have the legal standing to enact the 
ordinance, nor could they legally fine any 
business that refused to conform. 

On top of that, North Carolina offered 
Charlotte a number of compromises that 
would have avoided a media circus alto- 
gether. The City Council previously de- 
feated a similar measure one year earlier, 
in March of 2015, after removing the sec- 
tion that would have permitted bathroom 
choice based on gender identity. The ordi- 
nance was revisited in 2016 precisely be- 
cause transgender activists and complicit 
members of the City Council wanted to 
force the issue for purely political reasons. 
Unbeknown to most, Charlotte already 
provided access to their city and county 
bathrooms to transgender people — all 
without any reprisal from the state. As 
Douglas Williams, writing at The Feder- 
alist, describes it, the reintroduced ordi- 
nance “‘was simply the final push to force 
those same standards on private business 
owners and all public accommodations” 
across the state. As a result of these na- 
kedly political maneuvers, North Caro- 
lina passed House Bill 2, reaffirming that 
people must use the public bathrooms and 
locker rooms that correspond to their sex 
at birth. Unlike the Charlotte ordinance, 
which aimed at imposing transgender 
choice on private as well as public enti- 
ties, House Bill 2 does not apply to private 
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A biologically male student who identifies as 
transgender may dress with the boys before sym 
class and then shower with the girls after class ends. 
And the only true crime would be asking the student 
to explain the difference, let alone justify it. 


businesses such as Target, who remain free 
to craft their own policies. 

As ground zero for transgender intran- 
sigence, North Carolina was predictably 
hung out to dry by the advocacy media, 
who reflexively sided with Charlotte, de- 
spite the dubious legality, political grand- 
standing, and calculated inflexibility of the 
majority on the City Council, who simply 
wanted to force a crisis where none ex- 
isted. Besides the drummed-up media out- 
rage, celebrity Bruce Springsteen exercised 
without irony his right to discriminate, can- 
celling an April concert in Greensboro be- 
cause of HB 2, arguing, “Some things are 
more important than a rock show, and this 
fight against prejudice and bigotry ... is one 
of them.” No comment from the Boss about 
the rights of duly elected state legislatures 
to override city ordinances that violate state 
constitutions. 

And the international financial com- 
pany PayPal cancelled its plans to open a 
$36 million operations center in Charlotte 
— the city that voted for the ordinance, 
even though transgender people were ai- 
ready using the public bathrooms of their 
choice throughout the city and county. 
The decision, which cost Charlotte 400 
jobs, had no impact on PayPal’s contin- 
ued operations in other less-enlightened 
locations around the globe. PayPal execu- 
tive Dan Schulman opined: “The new law 
perpetuates discrimination and it violates 
the values and principles that are the core 
of PayPal’s mission and culture.” Tough 
talk from a company that retains offices in 
places such as Dubai, where “gay” sex is 
punishable by death, and Moscow, where 
“gay propaganda” was outlawed in 2013, 
effectively making it impossible for ho- 
mosexual and transgender activists to 
even protest discriminatory laws. 

Despite progressive hypocrisy and 
the media’s tedious double standard, of- 
ficials in North Carolina fired back on 
May 9 by suing the federal government. 


16 


The Justice Department demanded that 
Governor Pat McGrory not enforce HB 
2, threatening to withhold billions in fed- 
eral dollars from the state if he refused to 
comply. McCrory’s lawsuit asks a federal 
judge to block the Justice Department 
from withholding the money, much of it 
allocated for the state’s university sys- 
tem. Once again the newly revised Title 
IX — altered on the sly to include trans- 
gender protections — hands the federal 
government a big stick with which to beat 
the states. The University of North Caro- 
lina System — all 17 campuses — could 
forfeit as much as $1.4 billion in federal 
funding if the state does not knuckle 
under. And if the enforcement of HB 2 
is determined to violate Title IX, another 
$800 million in federally underwritten 
student loans could be at risk too. As if 
North Carolina’s universities needed 800 
million more reasons to fight the gover- 
nor and implement progressive reforms! 
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The Emperor Has No Clothes, 
Whatever His or Her “Gender” 
Despite federal bullying, states are com- 
bining forces to sue the feds over the 
transgender directive, including — at this 
writing — Alabama, Arizona, Georgia, 
Louisiana, Maine, Oklahoma, Tennessee, 
Texas, Utah, West Virginia, and Wiscon- 
sin. These states will doubtless be joined 
by others, and in conjunction with the 
battle in North Carolina, the momentum 
is building to challenge federal overreach 
in the courts of law and the court of public 
opinion. The political way the feds have 
handled the issue of transgender rights 
affords a rare moment of clarity. This 
may be “the hill to die on,” as the rapidly 
shifting sands of cultural change threaten 
to obscure the vision of the country en- 
shrined in our founding documents: a na- 
tion dedicated to free speech, individual 
responsibility, and limited government. 
Just to our north, in a move every bit 
as fascist as Putin’s ban on “gay propa- 
ganda,” Canadian Prime Minister Justin 
Trudeau and his Liberal Party have in- 
troduced legislation that would ban all 
criticism of transgender people, or even 
speech critical of “gender fluid” ideology. 
The bill seeks to “extend the protection 
against hate propaganda ... to any section 
of the public that is distinguished by gen- 
der identity or expression and to clearly 


Bathroom battle: Officials are forcing a crisis where none existed to promote progressivism. 
Here, a former U.S. Republican congressional candidate from Charlotte, Leon Threatt, speaks out 
against Charlotte’s new “inclusive” restroom policy. 
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set out that evidence that an offence was 
motivated by bias, prejudice or hate based 
on gender identity.” If passed, those found 
guilty of improper speech or criticism 
could face up to two years in prison. 

And on May 13, the Charlotte Observer 
published its editorial “Taking the Fear 
Out of Bathrooms,” jointly authored by 
the Observer Editorial Board. The prem- 
ise of the editorial is that yes, privacy will 
be compromised because of the new bath- 
room directives, but the rights of transgen- 
der people trump all other concerns: 


Yes, the thought of male genitalia in 
girls’ locker rooms — and vice versa 
— might be distressing to some. But 
the battle for equality has always 
been in part about overcoming dis- 
comfort — with blacks sharing facili- 
ties, with gays sharing marriage — 
then realizing that it was not nearly 
so awful as some people imagined. 


Naked men in women’s showers may be 
distressing ... to some. And in one short 
sentence, distress becomes mere discom- 
fort, which then becomes an opportu- 
nity for people to realize how completely 
natural it all was to begin with, and how 
silly and prejudicial are the fears of these 
women and girls. So here we have the 
Observer squawking that girls should just 
grow up and not be bothered by encounter- 
ing male genitalia in the showers, in an ed- 
itorial dedicated to the proposition that it is 
inhumane to force men with penises (who 
think they are women) to encounter male 
genitalia in men’s showers! Do they no 
longer teach logical fallacies, internal in- 
consistencies, or the recognition of straw- 
man (excuse me, straw-person) arguments 
in journalism school? And wouldn’t it be 
much easier, safer, and less impactful to 
simply tell these men that using the bath- 
rooms of their biological sex is “not nearly 
so awful” as they think? 

Aside from the insulting moral equiva- 
lency between the struggle of African- 
Americans and people who insist that their 
sex and gender do not conform, these trea- 
cly pieties are monumentally dismissive 
of the legitimate objections of women and 
girls, who are treated with condescending 
paternalism. How quickly the American 
Left moved on from the absolute right of 
women to determine the manner in which 
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McCrory’s not sorry: North Carolina’s reluctant warrior, Governor Pat McCrory, vows to fight the 


good fight — for now. 


they and others view their bodies, and how 
they protect their intimate spaces from the 
intrusive and oppressive gaze of men. And 
while the musical silence of academic femi- 
nists is a boon not lightly questioned, one 
wonders how the movement can square this 
particular circle. In refusing to protect wom- 
en’s bodies and women’s spaces, academic 
feminists effectively make themselves ob- 
solete. Indeed, storied women’s colleges are 
already admitting men who gender identify 
as women, deconstructing the very premise 
of the “female” so zealously guarded, ex- 
tolled, and defended for decades. So absurd 
has this gender kabuki become that Mount 
Holyoke College — an all-women’s school 
in Massachusetts — has cancelled their 
yearly production of The Vagina Mono- 
logues because it excludes women without 
vaginas! That would be “men” to you and 
me in our benighted provincialism. 

And so we find ourselves down the rab- 
bit hole. We live in a progressive fantasy 
landscape where “male” and “female” are 
social constructs, and a biological boy who 
thinks he’s a girl cannot be challenged, but 
has an inalienable right to shower with 
girls. And yet the 
same progressives 
who believe such 
things nevertheless 
argue that wearing 
a kimono or a som- 
brero for Halloween 
is a racist cultural 
appropriation; that 


“white privilege” is an intrinsic, objective 
reality that can never be separated from 
the “white person,” no matter what they 
actually say or do; that the supposedly 
genetic origins of homosexuality necessi- 
tate same-sex “marriage,” but the genetic 
foundations of sex have no bearing on our 
attitudes toward transgender issues. 

But these self-serving hypocrisies are 
finally being challenged in meaningful 
ways, and if we persevere, there is hope 
that common sense can once again over- 
come cynical politics. As encouraging as 
it is that states are banding together to 
take on the federal government, this is 
little more than the tail wagging the dog. 
Why appeal to federal courts in the hopes 
that one branch of the federal government 
will limit the overreach of another branch? 
States have the right to nullify nonsensi- 
cal federal bathroom policies within their 
borders. They must do so. The answer lies 
not in government, but in our collective 
willingness to pull our kids from these 
government schools, and the willingness 
of the states to exercise their constitutional 
prerogative and just say “no.” 
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SCIENCE 


Some fear nuclear Armageddon should terrorists strike a nuclear power plant. But 
radiation phobias are wreaking far greater havoc than any terrorist could possibly dream. 


No mushroom cloud here: The “smoke” from a nuclear plant’s cooling tower is actually pure 
water vapor. This steam is not radioactive. 


by Rebecca Terrell 


here is a popular misconception that 

inside every nuclear power plant 
lies a mushroom cloud waiting to 
happen. It follows that a 9/11-style terrorist 
attack on any of them would impose nu- 
clear holocaust, spewing deadly radiation 
far and wide and ending life as we know it. 


www. TheNewAmerican.com 


Major media certainly peddles such 
propaganda. In April the New York Times 
published an op-ed entitled “Could there 
be a terrorist Fukushima?,” which pointed 
to an al-Qaeda training manual that lists 
nuclear plants “as among the best targets 
for spreading fear in the United States.” 
It’s worth noting that the manual reads 
“spreading fear” rather than “spreading 


radiation.” Let’s look at an example of 
the policy in practice. 

Al-Qaeda officials claimed to have con- 
sidered nuclear targets in their 9/11 plot. 
Arrested as the principal architect of those 
attacks, Khalid Sheikh Mohammed told 
Arabic television al-Jazeera that his cabal 
decided against striking nuclear facilities 
“for fear it would go out of control.” But in 
the next breath, the Islamic terrorist tipped 
his hand, explaining the attacks “were de- 
signed to cause as many deaths as possible.” 
Was he expecting us to believe that nuclear 
Armageddon would slay fewer people than 
crashing airliners into skyscrapers? Or was 
he laughing up his sleeve at public neurosis 
of radiation, knowing well that talk of tar- 
geting nuclear plants would wreak far more 
havoc than the act itself? 

The duplicitous Mohammed undoubt- 
edly realized the likely outcome of attack- 
ing a nuclear facility, as would anyone 
who reads publically available informa- 
tion on the International Atomic Energy 
Agency’s website. Nuclear engineer 
Bruno Comby, president of Environmen- 
talists for Nuclear Energy and renowned 
industry spokesman, writes that even a 
jetliner flown into a nuclear power plant 
would “have much smaller effects and 
casualties than the same airplane on any 
inhabited large building of any city.” 

A nuclear power plant’s containment 
building is many times smaller than a 
skyscraper, making it a difficult target to 
hit. And unlike a glass-and-metal build- 
ing, its walls form a dome more than three 
feet thick of heavily reinforced concrete, 
meaning that if a plane hits at much less 
than perpendicular to the horizon, “It will 
probably just bounce off the side and hard- 
ly damage the external structure at all.” 

Moreover, plants in the United States 
and Europe are known as “light water re- 
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Fukushima provides a blueprint of what could happen 
if terrorists Struck a nuclear facility. “As to death and 
destruction, the Fukushima accident shows that 
nuclear power plant disasters are not very disastrous,” 
writes Forbes contributor Jin. Conca. 


actors,” which means they use water as a 
moderator and coolant. In water reactors, 
the laws of physics dictate that all nuclear 
reactions stop when the moderator/coolant 
is lost. This further reduces the likelihood 
of catastrophe, even if an airplane dam- 
aged a reactor. Additionally, other auto- 
matic and independent security measures 
are in place, though “specific preventive 
systems are [our] best kept secret,” nu- 
clear engineer Dan Meneley of Ontario, 
Canada told THE NEw AMERICAN. “The 
wise defender will never reveal just what 
those obstacles are. But nuclear plant own- 
ers understand the risks of plant damage 
posed by any enemy, from field mice to 
ballistic rocket teams, and from occasional 
visitors to full-time employees.” In other 
words, nuclear plants are prepared for both 
external attack and internal sabotage. 

But what would happen if the fanciful 
worst-case scenario occurred — L.e., a jet 
manages to strike a containment struc- 
ture precisely in the middle, get all the 
way through it, penetrate the steel-and- 
concrete-reinforced reactor vessel, and 
terrorists simultaneously impair multiple 
redundant safety systems? “The problems 
caused would be similar to what we saw 
at Three Mile Island: no deaths, no inju- 
ries, just an expensive meltdown to con- 
tend with,” says THE NEW AMERICAN con- 
tributor Ed Hiserodt, author of the 2005 
book Under-Exposed: What if Radiation 
Is Actually Good for You? “We tend to 
think of nuclear accidents with reference 
to Chernobyl,” which was a carbon block 
moderated reactor with positive reactivity 
— meaning that, instead of halting, the 
chain reaction went out of control when 
the reactor caught fire. The subsequent ex- 
plosion spewed radioactive contaminants 
far and wide since “the Soviets didn’t 
bother with a containment building.” On 
the contrary, light water reactors innately 
shut down when there is a problem, and 
their fission products stay put. So much 
for causing “as many deaths as possible.” 
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Fukushima Proof 

Fukushima provides a real-life example of 
the hardiness of nuclear reactors. Tokyo 
Electric Power Company’s Daiichi plant 
was crippled by something exponentially 
more destructive than a fuel-laden jet: the 
9.0 magnitude earthquake and devastating 
tsunami that hit in March 2011. Despite a 
storm that claimed nearly 20,000 Japanese 
lives, despite the fact that the earthquake 
was of far greater magnitude than the plant 
was rated to withstand, and despite the 
loss of all power including backup gen- 
erators, the inner containment structures 
remained intact, and all nuclear chain re- 
actions came to an immediate halt. 

Some exterior containment buildings 
did sustain damage. Their story provides 
insights into the possible consequence of 
a terrorist attack. 


The exterior structures are designed to 
protect the plant from Mother Nature, and 
they too lived up to their calling despite 
her violence that day. However, the handi- 
capped cooling system couldn’t maintain 
a water level above the tops of spent fuel 
rods stored inside these buildings. Dr. Josef 
Oehmen of the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology explained that as the rods 
started to melt, they converted some of the 
water to steam, which produced hydrogen. 
To reduce pressure and protect the integrity 
of the inner containment structure, workers 
vented this highly combustible gas, which 
reacted with outside air, causing explosions 
that damaged the outer buildings. 

Did that spew deadly radiation every- 
where? Association of American Physi- 
cians and Surgeons executive director 
Jane Orient described the amount actually 
released. “If you stood at the gate of the 
plant for 10 hours at the highest dose-rate, 
you’d get as much radiation as from a 
total-body CT scan.” Repeated investiga- 
tions by the UN Scientific Committee on 
the Effects of Atomic Radiation have re- 
vealed no deaths from radiation exposure, 
even during the crucial hours following 
the natural disaster, and no evidence that 


®° Safety Is Engineered Into 
Reactor Designs 


Containment Vessel 
15-inch thick stec 


Shield Building Wall 


3 foot thick reinforced concrete 


Dry Well Wall 


5 foot thick reinforced « 
Bio Shield 
4 to 


15-inch ¢ el lining inside and out 


Reactor Vessel 


4 to & inches thick stee 


Reactor Fuel 


Weir Wall 


1.5 foot 


Impregnable fortress: Reactor containment structures involve multiple layers of thick, reinforced 
concrete, steel, and lead, built to withstand not only airline crashes, but earthquakes, hurricanes, 


floods, fires, and all severe natural events. 


THE NEW AMERICAN @ JUNE 20, 2016 


Nature’s fury: The earthquake and tsunami that 


20,000 lives. Radiation from the damaged Fukushima nuclear plant claimed none. 


an increase in cancer rates or birth defects 
should ever be expected. 

How is it possible to make such a con- 
fident prediction? Two months after the 
earthquake, the journal Science reported, 
“Radiation exposure levels for most peo- 
ple were elevated so minutely above back- 
ground that it may be impossible to tease 
out carcinogenic effects from other risk fac- 
tors, such as smoking or diet.” (The term 
“background” refers to natural radiation we 
absorb from sources such as the sun, soil, 
rocks, building materials, and even radioac- 
tive potassium-40 in our own blood.) 

Fast forward to March of this year, 
when ABC News recorded a radiation 
level of 3.371 microsieverts (uSv) per 
hour in the evacuated ghost-town of 
Okuma, where the nuclear power plant is 
located. Sounds like a scary number, until 
you do the math. It amounts to less than 
30 millisieverts (mSv) per year, a number 
dwarfed by annual background radiation 
in various places around the globe such as 
Ramsar, Iran (as high as 260 mSv), and 
Guarapari, Brazil (175 mSv). Incidental- 
ly, neither place has a high rate of cancer 
or birth defects. On the contrary, tourists 
flock to both these resort areas — Ramsar, 
for its radium-rich hot springs, and the 
beaches of Guarapari, for the reputed heal- 
ing qualities of its thorium sands. 
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Also consider that about “1,200 TEPCO 
staff and 7,000 contract workers are in- 
volved in plant decontamination,” accord- 
ing to ABC News, and are therefore ex- 
posed daily to a 5.6 uSv per hour (49 mSv 
annual) dose rate on the facility grounds. 
A frame of reference for this number is 
the U.S. Department of Labor’s limit of 
50 mSv per year for safe occupational 
radiation exposure. (Since the 1950s our 
federal government policies on radiation 
have been based on the disproven assump- 
tion that any dose, no matter how small, 
may cause cancer and birth defects. With 
no evidence to support itself and much to 
contradict it, this “linear no-threshold” 
(LNT) model “could be the costliest error 
in the history of science,” says Orient, 
writing in the Journal of American Physi- 
cians and Surgeons.) 

But even the so-called contaminated 
Fukushima plant doesn’t exceed the Labor 
Department’s dramatically low limit. How- 
ever, “clean-up” is expected to take 30 to 40 
years at an estimated cost of $100 billion. 
Why such extreme measures and extrava- 
gant cost despite dose rates within accepted 
limits? Fear is the culprit, not radiation. 

What about the contaminated food sup- 
ply? Japan has historically maintained some 
of the strictest radiation limits for food and 
water in the world and since 2011 has added 
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Fukushima-specific testing. The govern- 
ment consistently records safe levels in and 
around the prefecture, even in seafood. 

Obviously, it is not radiation, but ir- 
rational fear of it, that keeps the people 
of Okuma and the surrounding area in 
forced exile. Therein lies the real trag- 
edy, for as of 2014 the number of deaths 
from evacuation-related stress and illness 
surpassed the 1,656 deaths in Fukushima 
from the earthquake and tsunami. Why the 
sustained evacuation and ever-mounting 
death toll, despite safe dose rates? Again, 
unwarranted fear is to blame. 

Fukushima provides a blueprint of 
what could happen if terrorists struck a 
nuclear facility. “As to death and destruc- 
tion, the Fukushima accident shows that 
nuclear power plant disasters are not very 
disastrous,” writes Forbes contributor Jim 
Conca. “But the stoking of fear and mis- 
representation, the botched response and 
forced evacuations, the ridiculous limits 
on low levels of radiation, the closing of 
all nuclear plants and the increase of coal, 
oil and gas-fired electricity, and the politi- 
cization of the tragedy — these have huge 
and lasting effects.” 

Perhaps there is something after all to 
the al-Qaeda training manual’s adviso to 
spread fear. 


The Real Danger 
Unfounded fears also have a way of blind- 
ing us to real threats. “There are two kinds 
of terrorist acts,” wrote John Shanahan, 
president of Environmentalists for Nuclear 
Energy-USA, in an e-mail to THE NEw 
AMERICAN. “Something that will scare the 
public, but might not cause widespread 
public harm or disruption of electrical sup- 
ply. These apply mostly to nuclear power 
plants.” The second brand of terrorism he 
described as “something that will cause 
widespread loss of electricity for a long pe- 
riod of time and greatly disrupt modern liv- 
ing. These apply to fossil fuel and nuclear 
power plants and may be a lot easier to do.” 

Shanahan is referring to the electric 
grid — a network of transmission lines, 
substations, and transformers that distrib- 
ute electricity from power plants to end 
users, forming the backbone of our indus- 
trial economy and society. Three big grids 
make up the U.S. electric system: East, 
West, and Texas. 

Transformers along these networks are 
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particularly crucial. They either increase 
generated voltage for efficient transport 
along lengthy transmission lines or step 
it back down for final consumption. Lo- 
cated at power plants and in thousands of 
substations along the grid, they are large 
and essentially unprotected, making them 
the grid’s weak links. Hurricane Sandy 
damaged several in 2012, leaving more 
than eight million people in 17 states in 
the dark, some for as long as two weeks. 

Transformers’ vulnerability came to light 
in 2013 when vandals fired assault rifles at 
a giant transformer in Metcalf, California, 
that serves the Silicon Valley. Pacific Gas 
& Electric Company avoided blackout by 
diverting power through other substations, 
but it took several weeks to repair the dam- 
age. The incident proved that vital trans- 
formers are sitting ducks to anyone with a 
long-range rifle, and their replacements are 
expensive and hard to come by. 

“We have seen several wake-up calls 
such as these, where terrorists seem to be 
quite interested in studying the transform- 
ers on high voltage lines,” Comby told 
THE NEW AMERICAN. Late last year Russian 
authorities declared a state of emergency 
when two transmission towers in Ukraine 
were blown up, cutting power to the en- 
tire Crimean peninsula. Iran and Belgium 
have witnessed similar destruction. “The 
really big problems start to happen if and 
when this is done simultaneously on a 
dozen or more vital electrical transform- 
ers,” Comby warns. “Then the problems 
are nationwide and may last for a long 
time, bringing an entire country directly 
back to the Middle Ages with no electric- 
ity for many months.” 

“A systematic attack of this sort could 
cost the U.S. economy hundreds of bil- 
lions of dollars,” said Richard Campbell, 
energy policy specialist with the Congres- 
sional Research Service, during an April 
House Transportation and Infrastructure 
subcommittee meeting on Capitol Hill. 
Resulting blackouts would likely be 
widespread and long-term. “The strategic 
destruction of a number of critical, high- 
voltage transformers could use up the lim- 
ited inventory of spare units,” Campbell 
noted, adding that “it could take months 
or years to build new units.” 

That’s because there is no such thing 
as an off-the-shelf power transformer. 
Most are custom-assembled to match dif- 
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Weak link: Driving down the road, you’ve probably seen electrical substations such as this one 


dotting the landscape of our national grid, making easy targets for vandals and terrorists. 


ferent utilities’ systems, and it takes any- 
where from several months to two years 
to manufacture and deliver them. Doing 
so during a crisis would pose additional 
challenges, noted Patricia Hoffman of the 
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), who 
testified during the subcommittee meeting 
that transformers range in price from $5 
to $10 million. And since each is unique, 
neither utilities nor the government stores 
transformers in reserve. 

Hoffman recommended establishing 
a government stockpile. The “Strategic 
Transformer Reserve” program is already 
part of DOE’s current Grid Modernization 
Initiative, toward which Energy Secretary 
Ernest Moniz in January awarded up to 
$220 million over the next three years. 


A Better Solution 

Is there a better solution to grid vulner- 
ability than hoarding huge, costly trans- 
formers? There is, and the technology has 
been available for more than a decade, 
with roots in the 1980s. But it’s shelved 
by LNT-based bureaucratic regulation, for 
it involves the government’s red-headed 
stepchild — radiation. 

Small modular reactors (SMR) gener- 
ate up to 300 megawatts (MW) of electric- 
ity, compared with their larger 1,000 MW 
cousins. These compact, factory-built units 
can power more limited areas — 20,000 
homes for instance — and can be shipped 
to utilities in a truck. The time and cost of 
their construction amounts to a fraction of 
multi-billion-dollar commercial plants and 
further enhances safety features of the lat- 
ter. Refueled every 10 to 30 years — some 
are even able to use spent fuel from large 
plants — “plug and play” SMRs need no 
large power grid. They offer obvious ad- 


vantages to more isolated areas but could 
also render a vulnerable national electric 
grid obsolete. Anti-nuclear activists argue 
that these mini-reactors are vulnerable to 
attack or theft, but SMRs include thick lay- 
ers of protective steel, lead, and concrete 
that “surround radioactive material that is 
quite good at protecting itself from human 
beings,” quipped retired U.S. Navy com- 
mander and nuclear expert Rod Adams on 
his website AtomicInsights.com. 

Some countries such as Russia and 
China already operate SMRs. If not for the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), 
the United States would have one in the 
city of Galena, Alaska. The remote vil- 
lage has no connection to an outside grid, 
using diesel generators to meet electricity 
demand and maintaining more than three 
million gallons of stored fuel to see resi- 
dents through long winters when tempera- 
tures can dip to -60 degrees Fahrenheit. 
Residential electric rates in Galena top 67 
cents per kilowatt-hour. 

In 2004, the town started looking for 
lower-cost energy options and quickly 
realized the benefits of SMRs. It chose 
Toshiba Corporation’s 4S (Super Safe, 
Small and Simple) nuclear power system. 
The 4S is a 10 MW reactor that requires 
refueling every 30 years and operates from 
a sealed concrete container buried nearly 
100 feet underground. It would drop Ga- 
lena’s electric rates to several cents per 
kilowatt-hour. Eager for a beta site in the 
United States, Toshiba offered to donate 
the $25 million reactor; the town would 
only pay for fuel. DOE gave a thumbs up. 

But Toshiba never filed for NRC ap- 
proval. The long, costly process would 
have included “a site license, which takes 
tens of millions of dollars and several 
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years, as well as a design permit,” wrote 
Molly Rettig of the Alaska news outlet 
NewsMiner.com. “No design of this type 
has ever been approved, though one other 
has made it through the first step of the 
process, which took about six years.” 
Dennis Witmer, energy consultant with 
the Alaska Center for Energy and Power, 
said, “The project in Galena is effectively 
stalled,” thanks to bureaucratic red tape. 

The town of Ester, Alaska, suffered 
a similar fate. It planned to install a 25 
MW SMR “about the size of a hot tub and 
also buried underground,” explains Ret- 
tig. After discovering federal regulations 
would stall the project for 15 years, devel- 
opers abandoned the venture. 

Adams explained the Alaska impasse. 
Developers would have to pay a per-plant 
licensing cost without any discount for re- 
duced size or complexity. “The only way 
that even enormous companies like Gen- 
eral Electric or Westinghouse have been 
able to do it is to obtain Department of 
Energy grants to pay Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission fees,” he said. Moreover, 
NRC would have charged roughly $200 
per hour for its agents to learn the new 
technologies, with no guaranteed time- 
table. (Standard licensing requires 3'4 to 
5 years for approval.) 

Incredibly, NRC chairman Stephen 
Burns announced at a public conference 
in March that his agency “will not hin- 
der the implementation of new advanced 
reactor technology,” according to World 
Nuclear News. His Orwellian double- 
speak refers to the NRC’s 2017 budget 
proposal that includes $5 million for 
“developing regulatory infrastructure for 
advanced non-light water reactor tech- 
nologies.” In other words, $5 million to 
write new progress-stifling rules, because 
NRC guidelines — along with the financ- 
ing and insurance issues that go hand-in- 
hand — haven’t kept pace with next- 
generation technology. Judging from the 
current environment, Adams says “the 
best available estimate is that there will 
be commercially available SMRs in the 
United States by 2025.” 

His forecast may prove true. On May 
13 the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), 
a federal government corporate agency 
that distributes power in the southeast, 
announced its application for an SMR 
near Oak Ridge, Tennessee. TVA chief 
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nuclear officer Joe Grimes called it a 
“key milestone for our company and the 
nuclear industry.” Time will tell if the 
plan becomes reality. Dan Stout, TVA se- 
nior manager for SMRs, opined, “We’re 
still several years away from any poten- 
tial construction decision.” 

Guess who is funding the TVA pro- 
posal? That’s right, DOE — or rather, 
taxpayers via DOE grants. Meanwhile, 
NRC regulators drag their feet in pig- 
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headed allegiance to the discredited 
LNT model, playing catch-up to nuclear 
technology that’s been around for years 
and depriving the same taxpayers of its 
benefits. Adding to the confusion, major 
media peddles ridiculous fables about nu- 
clear terrorism, stoking irrational public 
radiation phobias and ignoring real grid 
vulnerability. Considering the circum- 
stances, it’s logical to ask: “With friends 
like these, who needs terrorists?” 
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Small matters: Toshiba Corporation’s 4S small modular reactor requires refueling every 30 years 
and can deliver inexpensive electricity to remote areas — but only after U.S. regulations catch up 


with its cutting-edge technology. 
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“Moderate” Murkowski 


Is this politician for me? As part of a series of articles, we give the backgrounds and voting 
records of some noteworthy U.S. politicians — both good and bad — in the 2016 election. 


by Christian Gomez 


enator Lisa Ann Murkowski of 
S Alaska is portrayed by the liberal 

press as a “moderate Republi- 
can,” in contrast to the “conservative” 
label typically associated with most 
members of her party. The daughter of 
former senator and governor of Alaska, 
Frank Murkowski, Lisa Murkowski 
served in the state legislature, represent- 
ing the 14th district in the Alaska House 
of Representatives from 1999 to 2002. 
She has served in the U.S. Senate since 
December 20, 2002, when she was ap- 
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pointed by her father to fill his Senate 
seat when he resigned to become gov- 
ernor. She was elected to her first full 
Senate term in 2004. 

During her time in the Senate, 
Murkowski has garnered a dismal cu- 
mulative “Freedom Index” score of 48 
percent, the third-lowest for any current 
Republican in the Senate (only Senators 
Susan Collins of Maine and Mark Kirk of 
Illinois have lower scores, at 40 and 34 
percent, respectively). THE NEw AMERI- 
CAN’S “Freedom Index” is a congressio- 
nal scorecard, published biannually, that 
measures the constitutional fidelity of 


individual members of Congress based 
upon their votes on key issues. 

During her 2010 reelection campaign, 
Murkowski lost the Republican primary 
to Tea Party-backed candidate Joe Mill- 
er. Undeterred and staunchly opposed 
to the Tea Party, having called the Tea 
Party Express both a “racist” and an 
“extremist” group, Murkowski contin- 
ued her reelection bid as a write-in can- 
didate and defeated both Miller and her 
Democratic opponent, Scott McAdams. 
A month prior to the election, the liberal 
Anchorage Daily News, Alaska’s largest 
newspaper, endorsed Murkowski, touting 
her “moderate” credentials, support for 
healthcare reform, and her ability to “join 
hands with — or even lead — moderates 
in both parties.” 

During the close 2014 U.S. Senate 
election in Alaska, in which incumbent 
Democratic Senator Mark Begich lost to 
Republican challenger Dan Sullivan, Be- 
gich’s campaign radio ads boasted of his 
almost identical voting record with Sena- 
tor Murkowski. “Lisa Murkowski and 
Mark Begich vote as much as 80 percent 
of the time together — that’s healthy for 
Alaska. I have a great dislike for partisan 
politics,” the ad touted. Despite Murkows- 
ki’s attempts to dispute the claim, Politi- 
Fact rated it as “mostly true”: 


The Begich campaign calculated 
the 80 percent figure using every 
roll call vote in 2014 in which both 
Murkowski and Begich participated, 
through July 2. 

Murkowski and Begich voted 183 
times, according to the campaign’s 
data, which we confirmed. They 
voted together 148 times, and they 
disagreed 35 times. Based on these 
numbers, the senators voted together 
80.8 percent of the time for the first 
six months of 2014. The 35 votes 
on which Begich and Murkowski 
disagreed in 2014 were primarily 
procedural. 
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Murkowski’s propensity to break with her party 

and vote with Democrats more often than other 
Republicans is likely why she has earned the praises 
of both Democrats and the media. 


However, since both senators have served 
together since 2009, these numbers only 
reflect a portion of Murkowski’s voting 
record. Otherwise, her cumulative “Free- 
dom Index” score would likely be much 
lower, closer to Begich’s, which is a mere 
13 percent. However, rather than evaluat- 
ing her full tenure and complete voting 
record in the Senate, the following pages 
will focus on her past votes that set her 
apart from more conservative Republicans 
and ultimately disqualify her from being a 
constitutionalist. 


Abortion 

Unlike the majority in her party, who take 
a pro-life position, Senator Murkow- 
ski is a strong proponent of abortion. 
Murkowski is a member of the Wish List, 
which, according to its website, touts 
itself as “America’s largest fundrais- 
ing network for pro-choice Republican 
women candidates.” Murkowski is also 
member of other pro-abortion Republi- 
can political action committees, such as 


Republican Majority for Choice and Re- 
publicans for Choice. 

Following revelations from undercover 
video recordings that Planned Parenthood 
exchanges the body parts of aborted babies 
for monetary compensation, Murkowski 
distanced herself from the controversy 
while still defending the organization. “I 
have long supported Planned Parenthood 
because I believe it offers important fam- 
ily planning, cancer screenings and other 
health services to thousands of men and 
women in Alaska and across the country,” 
Murkowski said a statement posted on her 
Facebook page on August 3, 2015. Aclose 
observation of her voting record confirms 
her pro-abortion position and support for 
Planned Parenthood. 

On April 14, 2011, Murkowski voted 
against a resolution that would have 
prohibited federal funding for Planned 
Parenthood. On December 2, 2015, 
Murkowski, along with pro-abortion Re- 
publican Senators Collins and Kirk, in- 
troduced an amendment (S. Amdt. 2885) 
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Killing it with Planned Parenthood: In the midst of the undercover video scandal implicating 
Planned Parenthood in illicit activity, the staunchly “pro-choice” Republican Senator Murkowski 
publicly stated, “I have long supported Planned Parenthood.” 
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to another amendment (S. Amdt. 2874) 
attached to the reconciliation on the bud- 
get for fiscal year 2016 (H.R. 3762). This 
amendment sponsored by Collins and 
Murkowski would have struck the section 
of the bill defunding Planned Parenthood 
for 2016. Although the amendment failed, 
Murkowski’s “yea” vote affirms her con- 
tinued support of Planned Parenthood de- 
spite accusations of illicit behavior. 

Murkowski’s abortionist stance is no re- 
cent phenomenon. Over 10 years ago, in 
2005, she voted in favor of an amendment 
introduced by Senator Barbara Boxer (D- 
Calif.) to repeal the rule prohibiting U.S. 
foreign aid from going to organizations 
that provide or promote abortions. This 
vote demonstrated not only Murkowski’s 
commitment to abortion, but also her ap- 
proval of unconstitutional foreign aid as a 
delivery vehicle to expand and help facili- 
tate its practice overseas. 

Known as the “Mexico City” policy, this 
rule was imposed by President Ronald Rea- 
gan, rescinded by President Bill Clinton, 
reinstated by President George W. Bush, 
and then overturned by President Barack 
Obama via an executive order shortly after 
his inauguration on January 23, 2009. Fol- 
lowing Obama’s executive action overturn- 
ing the “Mexico City” policy, Senator Mel 
Martinez (R-Fla.) introduced an amend- 
ment to the Children’s Health Insurance 
bill in order to reinstate it. When Repub- 
licans voted for Martinez’s amendment, 
Murkowski broke with her party and voted 
with the Democrats to defeat it, and the 
“Mexico City” policy remains overturned. 
Democrats and Planned Parenthood can 
always count on Murkowski to join their 
ranks to vote in favor of abortion and op- 
pose any pro-life measures. As destructive 
as these votes may be to human life, un- 
fortunately it is not the only issue in which 
Murkowski collaborates with progressives 
or the president. 


Amnesty and Border Security 

In addition to her firm stance for abor- 
tion, Senator Murkowski is also a strong 
proponent of “immigration reform,” left- 
ist newspeak for amnesty. In 2006, she 
voted against an amendment, introduced 
by Senator Johnny Isakson (R-Ga.), at- 
tached to the then-Comprehensive Im- 
migration Reform Act of 2006 (S. 2611). 
Isakson’s amendment would have re- 
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quired the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity to certify that the U.S. borders are 
secure and that additional detention fa- 
cilities for illegal immigrants are opera- 
tional prior to the implementation of any 
guest-worker and pathway-to-citizenship 
programs. 

Again, in 2013, when Senator Rand 
Paul (R-Ky.) introduced a similar amend- 
ment to the Border Security, Economic 
Opportunity, and Immigration Modern- 
ization Act of 2013 (S. 744), more com- 
monly known as the “Gang of Eight” bill, 
Senator Murkowski voted for a motion by 
then-Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid 
(D-Nev.) to table (or kill) the amendment. 
According to Paul, his amendment would 
“not allow the processing of this new cat- 
egory called registered provisional immi- 
grants until Congress votes that the border 
is secure.” Like Isakson’s amendment in 
2006, Paul’s amendment would have also 
required Congress to certify every year 
for five years that the border is secure, or 
at least to make specific progress toward 
border security as defined in detail by the 
amendment. 

Murkowski’s votes with the Democrats 
and other so-called moderate Republicans 
to prevent securing the borders before any 
comprehensive measures are in place only 
guarantees the perpetuation and likely ex- 
acerbation of the country’s current im- 
migration woes, either making it more 
difficult to deport the additional influx of 
illegal immigrants who have entered as a 
result of an unsecure border, or resulting 
in a increased number of illegal aliens who 
may qualify for a future legalization pro- 
gram. In Murkowski’s case, she supports 
the latter. 

Shortly after her votes against Isak- 
son’s amendment in 2006 and for Harry 
Reid’s motion to kill Paul’s amendment in 
2013, Murkowski proceeded to vote for S. 
2611 and S. 744. The 2006 bill, S. 2611, 
would have effectively granted amnesty 
to the then-estimated 12 million illegal 
immigrants residing in the United States 
and created a guest-worker program for 
up to 200,000 immigrants per year. The 
2013 “Gang of Eight” bill, S. 744, would 
have both granted immediate amnesty for 
the majority of illegal aliens in the United 
States and created new visa programs for 
a broad spectrum of low-skilled and high- 
skilled workers. Furthermore, as we previ- 
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“A” is for amnesty: From her long-term support of “comprehensive immigration reform” 
(amnesty) and refusal to take action against President Obama’s unconstitutional executive 
amnesty programs, Senator Murkowski is part of the problem and not the solution. 


ously reported in the “Freedom Index,” S. 
744 would have also raised “the average 
legal immigration rate to several million 
per year.” 

In 2009, Murkowski voted to reautho- 
rize the unconstitutional State Children’s 
Health Insurance Program, or SCHIP as 
it is commonly known. This SCHIP re- 
authorization bill would also apply to the 
estimated “400,000 to 600,000 children 
of legal immigrants whose sponsors had 
agreed to cover the children’s healthcare 
needs for at least five years after arriving 
to the United States,” according to the 
“Freedom Index.” The purpose of SCHIP 
is to provide health insurance to children 
of families whose incomes disqualify them 
from receiving Medicaid but are still un- 
able to afford private insurance. Not only 
does this vote reveal Murkowski’s con- 
tinued advocacy for illegal immigrants, it 
highlights her support for the welfare state 
and entitlement programs. 

A month after President Obama issued 
a unilateral executive action granting “de- 
ferred action,” or amnesty, for an estimat- 
ed four to five million illegal immigrants 
currently residing in the United States, 
Senator Ted Cruz (R-Texas) raised a con- 
stitutional point of order against the omni- 
bus bill’s DHS (Department of Homeland 
Security) funding, which the president an- 
nounced he would use to implement his 
unconstitutional executive amnesty de- 
cree. Of the point of order, Heritage Ac- 
tion’s chief executive officer Michael A. 
Needham explained the importance of the 
vote as follows: 


If Senators are opposed to President 
Obama’s executive action on immi- 
gration, they should vote in favor 
of Sen. Cruz’s constitutional point 
of order. A vote against the point of 
order is a vote in favor of unchecked 
presidential power and granting 
work permits and Social Security 
numbers to people who are in the 
country illegally. 


Of the 54 Republicans in the Senate, 22 
voted for Cruz’s point of order while 20 
crossed over and joined the Democrats 
to defeat the measure. Unsurprisingly, 
Murkowski was one of the 20 Republicans 
who voted in the negative. She released a 
statement applauding her previous vote for 
the 2013 “bipartisan immigration reform” 
bill and further added, “I stand ready to do 
so again in the next Congress.” Although 
she voted against the point of order, she 
concluded her statement saying: 


However, what I cannot support is 
immigration changes in the form of a 
Presidential fiat — an action publicly 
called unlawful by President Obama 
twenty two separate times. What’s 
changed, aside from him being on 
the other side of an election? 


Despite her stated opposition to “immigra- 
tion changes in the form of a Presidential 
fiat,” Murkowski was also one of 11 Senate 
Republicans who refused to sign on to an 
amicus brief filed with the Supreme Court 
on April 14, 2016 challenging President 
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Casting out combat boots: Like her father, who voted for the war in Iraq, Lisa Murkowski is a 
dependable vote for those who advocate perpetual war in the name of enforcing United Nations 
resolutions rather than protecting American lives or property. 


Obama’s executive amnesty. Her inaction 
toward stopping President Obama’s un- 
constitutional executive amnesty is in itself 
action in favor of the president’s position. 


ObamaTrade 

Another major area of agreement between 
Senator Murkowski and President Obama 
is her support of the president’s trade 
agenda, particularly the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership (TPP). Promoted as a “free 
trade” agreement, the TPP would eco- 
nomically integrate 12 Pacific Rim na- 
tions (Australia, Brunei, Canada, Chile, 
Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, 
Peru, Singapore, the United States, and 
Vietnam) and establish a governing or 
executive TPP Commission, which could 
override Congress and the national legis- 
latures and/or parliaments of the member 
states. Senator Jeff Sessions (R-Ala.) has 
described the text of the 5,554-page TPP, 
which he has read, as a “living agree- 
ment” that can change even after it has 
been passed by Congress. Sessions has 
also compared the TPP Commission to 
the EU, referring to it as a “nascent Eu- 
ropean Union.” 

Despite these warnings from Senator 
Sessions, Murkowski twice voted to em- 
power President Obama with Trade Pro- 
motion Authority (TPA). TPA, or “fast 
track,” will allow Congress to limit debate 
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and prohibit attaching amendments to the 
TPP when it comes up for a vote, and it 
lowers the threshold necessary for passing 
the TPP to a simple majority (50 percent 
plus one) of voting senators. 

On October 5, 2015, shortly after U.S. 
Trade Representative Michael Froman 
announced that the 12 Pacific Rim na- 
tions have successfully concluded TPP 
negotiations, Murkowski went on Face- 
book to post her optimistic approval of 
the agreement. “I am a free trader and I 
remain hopeful that the TPP will benefit 
Alaska, by opening new markets for our 
state’s exports and supporting thousands 
of jobs,” Murkowski said. She further 
added, “Still, we must look carefully at 
the details of the negotiations, and I look 
forward to vetting the agreement when it 
comes to Congress.” Although Murkows- 
ki has remained virtually silent about the 
TPP since her last statement as she faces 
yet another tough election, win or lose, 
she is likely to vote for the agreement if it 
is brought up during a lame-duck session. 


Pre-emptive War 

In addition to abortion, amnesty, and trade, 
Senator Murkowski has garnered quite 
the “moderate” pedigree when it comes 
to pre-emptive war and military interven- 
tion abroad. Picking up where her father 
left off, among whose final votes was for 
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authorization of the use of force in Iraq, 
on October 17, 2003, Lisa Murkowski 
voted in favor of supplemental spending 
for Iraq and Afghanistan (S. 1689). This 
bill appropriated $86.5 billion in fiscal 
2004 supplemental spending for military 
operations and reconstruction in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. In the case of the war in Iraq, 
the U.S. military was sent into Iraq to en- 
force UN resolutions, rather than to pro- 
tect American lives or property. 

On May 27, 2010, Murkowski voted 
for another supplemental appropriations 
bill (H.R. 4899) that would provide an 
additional $58.8 billion in “emergency” 
funding for the remainder of fiscal 2010. 
Included in the supplemental appropria- 
tions bill was $37.1 billion for military 
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, $5.1 
billion for the Federal Emergency Man- 
agement Agency (FEMA), and $2.9 bil- 
lion in foreign aid for earthquake relief 
in Haiti. 

The following year, when the Obama 
administration and NATO carried out a 
military intervention in Libya in order to 
enforce United Nations Security Council 
Resolution 1973 and to topple the regime 
of Moammar Gadhafi, Senator Rand 
Paul (R-Ky.) motioned to send a small- 
business bill (S. 493) to the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee with instructions to 
insert his amendment. Senator Paul’s 
amendment would have expressed the 
sense of the Senate that “the President 
does not have power under the Constitu- 
tion to unilaterally authorize a military 
attack in a situation that does not involve 
stopping an actual or imminent threat to 
the nation.” Murkowski voted to kill 
Paul’s motion. 

Although much more could be said 
about Senator Murkowski’s record, it is 
evident from the above selection of issues 
that her votes leave much to be desired 
in terms of conservative principles and 
upholding the Constitution. While she 
may not be a progressive liberal Demo- 
crat, she nevertheless remains to the left 
of most in her party and contributes very 
little to the preservation of the govern- 
ment established by the Founding Fa- 
thers. Constitutionalists will find little 
in her record to garner their support, but 
whenever President Obama or Harry 
Reid are in need of a crossover vote, they 
can trust Murkowski. Mf 
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What It Vieans to Be “Right Wing” 


This book covers the history of right-wing thought and its many facets, giving a valuable 
overview of where the political Right has been — and where it could be again. 


Right-Wing 
Critics of 
American 

Conservatism 


by James Heiser 


Right-Wing Critics of American Con- 
servatism, by George Hawley, Lawrence, 
Kansas: University of Kansas Press, 2016, 
366 pages, hardcover. 


he history of “American Conserva- 

tism” in the 20th and 21st centuries 

is one that is marked by internecine 

strife, and so any effort to recount that his- 
tory is destined to raise the hackles of any- 
one who has lived part of that history, or 
who at least has a fixed understanding of 
the nature of the movements, organizations, 
and individuals who shaped that history. 
One must presume that George Hawley, 
an assistant professor of political science 
at the University of Alabama, understood 
the controversy he could unleash when he 
authored Right-Wing Critics of American 
Conservatism; in the author’s own words, 
he “sought to provide a new interpretation 
of the conservative movement in America 
— one that differs both from the narrative 
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the movement provides itself, and the nar- 
rative promoted by its progressive critics.” 

Within the body politic, certain as- 
sumptions regarding the general content 
of conservative thought have been shaped 
and disseminated by publications that 
have presented themselves as the bastions 
of “conservatism.” As Hawley notes in his 
chapter “The Twilight of the Old Right 
and the Birth and Rise of the American 
Conservative Movement”: 


In the contemporary context, when we 
describe an American as politically 
conservative, we typically mean that 
this person favors limited government 
intervention in the economy, adheres 
to a traditional religious faith and be- 
lieves these religious values should 
influence public policy, and gener- 
ally favors a strong military presence 
abroad. Without knowing any context, 
there is no a priori reason one would 
infer that these three attributes are cor- 
related with each other, or even that 
they are necessarily right wing. 


Hawley’s interest is in the array of indi- 
viduals and movements who have funda- 
mentally challenged one or more aspects of 
this equation, or which have been “excom- 
municated” from a purported “mainstream” 
of conservatism because of their position 
on one issue or another. Conservatism once 
meant, for example, a non-interventionist 
foreign policy, as advocated by (say) Rob- 
ert Taft in the 1950s or The John Birch 
Society (the parent organization of this 
magazine), not “a strong military pres- 
ence abroad.” From the outset, Hawley ac- 
knowledges that the central problem is one 
of definition: Defining both “liberalism” 
and “conservatism” is not as easy as many 
people might imagine. Part of the prob- 
lem with “American Conservatism” is that 
the days are long past when conservatism 
wisely defined itself according to Russell 
Kirk’s “ten conservative principles.” After 


weighing a range of definitions offered by 
various thinkers from across the span of the 
movement under consideration in his book, 
Hawley settles on the following definition: 


In this volume, the right will be de- 
fined as encompassing all of those 
ideologies that, while not necessarily 
rejecting equality as a social good, 
do not rank it at the tope of the hi- 
erarchy of values. The right further- 
more fights the left in all cases where 
the push for equality threatens some 
other value held in higher esteem. 
This expansive definition allows 
for a wide range of intellectual and 
political movements to fall into the 
category of right wing. A person may 
rank any number of social values 
above equality: individual liberty, job 
creation, traditional religion and mo- 
rality, national security, strong com- 
munities, social harmony, honor and 
martial glory, or racial supremacy 
and purity. While relying on this def- 
inition one is able to accurately de- 
scribe such disparate writers as Wen- 
dell Berry, Murray Rothbard, Alain 
de Benoist, and Patrick Buchanan as 
thinkers and activists on the right. 


Hawley traces the roots of what he calls 
“American Conservatism” to a circle of 
seminal thinkers and their books, includ- 
ing Richard Weaver’s [Ideas Have Conse- 
quences (1948), Russell Kirk’s Conser- 
vative Mind (1953), James Burnham’s 
Suicide of the West (1964), and Whitaker 
Chambers’ Witness (1952). It would be 
these men, together with William F. Buck- 
ley and Frank Meyer, who would play the 
formative role in defining “American 
Conservatism” when Buckley established 
National Review in 1955. Whatever their 
initial intentions, the “fusionism” of Frank 
Meyer (which pushed for a definition of 
conservatism that manifestly excluded the 
form articulated by Russell Kirk and later 
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defended by paleoconservatives) 
in service of Buckley’s penchant 
for excommunicating various el- 
ements of the conservatism that 
would not conform to his vision 
for the American Right forms the 
backdrop for Hawley’s book. 

Hawley’s examination of dis- 
senting conservative traditions 
runs to 10 chapters, beginning with 
the Old Right and an introduction 
to the Buckleyite purges, and pro- 
ceeding through an examination of 
various libertarians (both “main- 
stream” and “radical’’), paleocon- 
servatives, agrarian conservatives, 
secular conservatives, and more 
outlying influences, such as the 
European “New Right.” Hawley 
does include a chapter on “White 
Nationalism in the United States,” 
but unlike various leftist organiza- 
tions that endeavor to smear conservatives 
with the broad brush of racism, Hawley is 
careful to delineate very carefully between 
conservatives of the various types outlined 
in other chapters and white nationalists, 
who are often implacable foes of the types 
of conservatives who trace their roots to the 
origins of the 20th-century movement. 

In his chapter on paleoconservatives, 
Hawley seems to have spoken too soon 
when he declares, “Despite making an 
impressive showing in the 1990s, pa- 
leoconservatism presently appears to be 
a spent force.” Hawley focuses on men 
such as Pat Buchanan, Thomas Fleming, 
M.E. Bradford, and Sam Francis to define 
the beliefs of the paleoconservatives, and 
he maintains that as the one-time leader- 
ship of the paleoconservatives continues 
to age and pass away, the movement it- 
self is passing from the scene, with the 
concluding comment that, “as a result 
they ultimately became little more than a 
footnote in American ideological history.” 
At the moment, however, political com- 
mentator Sam Francis’ prognostications 
concerning the populist anger of Middle 
American Radicals (MARs) may find a 
new life, as the concerns that Francis once 
associated with the MARs appears to be 
finding a spokesman in the candidacy of 
Donald Trump, with his apparent appeal 
to strict immigration control, a balancing 
of the trade deficit, and a more measured 
foreign policy. 
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One point of disappointment is in 
Hawley’s treatment of The John Birch 
Society, which perpetuates the clichés 
and stereotypes that are commonly 
brought out against the Society, blaming 
“TRobert] Welch’s personal paranoia” as 
“the primary source of contention be- 
tween Welch and other conservatives.” 
However, Hawley does at least note the 
existence of John F. McManus’ 2002 
book, William F: Buckley: Pied Piper for 
the Establishment, “which asserted that 
Buckley was largely responsible for the 
nation’s statist, leftward turn and that 
blamed him for the degree to which the 
conservative movement had become in- 
effectual.” It is a shame that Hawley did 
not give more attention to McManus’ 
arguments. Instead, Hawley’s apparent 
ignorance of the effective infiltration of 
the federal government by Soviet agents 
of influence leads him to tar Buckley and 
Welch with the same brush: 


Although the contemporary reader 
will likely find Robert Welch’s com- 
ments about the communist con- 
spiracy bizarre and even unhinged, 
it is important to remember the so- 
cial context in which the JBS was a 
powerful political force.... Buckley 
was furthermore not a consistent op- 
ponent of anticommunist fearmon- 
gering — he actually coauthored a 
book defending McCarthy. Thus it 


may not be fair to characterize 
Buckley and his allies as rea- 
sonable and thoughtful conser- 
vative counters to the irrespon- 
sible and radical members of 
the JBS. 


Such dismissive treatment of ef- 
forts by Senator Joseph McCarthy 
and others to expose the communist 
threat ignores the growing litera- 
ture which proves that, if anything, 
the anti-communist “witch hunts” 
underestimated the influence and 
infiltration perpetrated by Soviet 
agents and their “useful idiots.” 
Anatoliy Golitsyn’s New Lies for 
Old (1984), M. Stanton Evans’ 
Blacklisted by History (2007), 
Ralph de Toledano’s Cry Havoc! 
(2006), and Diana West’s Ameri- 
can Betrayal (2013) are just a few 
of the many works that have demonstrated 
that there was nothing “paranoid” about 
being very concerned about communist 
infiltration of the American government in 
the post-War period. What has happened 
is that a rising generation of academics is 
largely ignorant of this history, and they 
(among others) fail to recognize that the 
decades-long growth of statism is mov- 
ing America in a communistic direction, 
though of course it is not happening under 
the banner of communism. 

Criticism of various aspects of Hawley’s 
analysis aside, it is hard to object to the core 
assessment that he makes in his conclusion: 
“There is not a single ideological principle 
that unifies the right” — if by this one 
means the ideology that the neoconserva- 
tives have shaped and reshaped and sold as 
“American Conservatism” through outlets 
such as National Review. 

Although conservatives who are like- 
ly to identify with the individuals and 
groups described in Right-Wing Critics 
of American Conservatism may find oc- 
casion to take issue with Hawley’s treat- 
ment of various aspects of a complicated 
history, it would be hard to find another 
work that is comparable in scope. Its nar- 
rative is far from flawless, but this is a 
book that breaks through the decades of 
damage done by the Buckleyite purges, 
and allows the reader to contemplate 
the conservatism that once was, and that 
could be again. 
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Is Good Government 
Achievable? 


“Government,” Thomas Paine wrote in 
Common Sense, “even in its best state, is 
but a necessary evil; in its worst state, an 
intolerable one.” Such sentiments were 
widely shared among the more radical and 
idealistic members of the Founding gen- 
eration, such as Paine, and have since been 
advocated by the likes of early libertarian 
theorists Lysander Spooner and Albert Jay 
Nock, many modern libertarians and anar- 
cho-capitalists, and some left-wing strands 
of anarchism. 

There are probably few contempla- 
tive souls who, at one time or another, 
have not wondered — given the long and 
mostly destructive history of government 
— whether humanity would not be better 
off with no government at all. After all, 
every experiment in limiting the power 
of government has failed in the long run. 
Even American limited constitutional gov- 
ernment is very much in jeopardy of fol- 
lowing ancient Rome into autocratic ruin. 
Many of the constitutionally mandated 
limits and checks on our federal govern- 
ment’s power have been set aside, and 
even state and local governments have 
been on an unprecedented growth spurt 
over the last few decades. 

Not only that, even in its pristine form, 
the American body politic suffered from 
some significant flaws, most prominently 
the institution of slavery. In the course of 
eliminating chattel slavery, the United 
States fought a horrendously destructive, 
fratricidal war — and ushered in a new 
era of centralized executive power in 
Washington. 

Given the track record of even the best 
forms of government, can any type or de- 
gree of government be a good thing? The 
Founders who framed the Constitution 
certainly thought so, and the language of 
the Constitution’s preamble implies that, 
properly conceived and maintained, gov- 
ernment can indeed be good — it can 
“form a more perfect union, establish jus- 
tice, insure domestic tranquility, provide 
for the common defence, promote the 
general welfare, and secure the blessings 
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of liberty to ourselves and our posterity,” 
all outcomes that any reasonable person 
would want for himself, his contempo- 
raries, and his descendants. 

All of these objectives, save one, our 
American government has in common 
with every other government ever framed. 
Does not even the basest tyrant desire 
unity (under his rule, naturally), justice 
(as defined according to his own whims), 
domestic tranquility (enforced by his 
merciless legions), and so forth? These 
are the stated aims and justification for 
every government. Only one of the Pre- 
amble’s objectives is unique: Ours was the 
first national government whose founding 
document included as one of its aims the 
defense and preservation of human liberty. 
That the Preamble lists this purpose last is 
not accidental; it is the key to the success- 
ful execution of all the others. 

“Securing the blessings of liberty” is 
another way of expressing the proper 
role of government, which is to protect 
the God-given, natural rights of every 
person. If government frames a law, it 
should be a law whose aim is to protect 
its citizens in their right to own prop- 
erty, to worship as they see fit, to de- 
fend themselves, to express their opin- 
ions freely, or any of a myriad of other 
unalienable rights. And if a magistracy 
takes punitive action against criminal 
behavior, it should only be for bona fide 
crimes against person or property. 

Of course, the boundary between what 
constitutes purely personal choice and 
choice with external moral consequences 
is not always clear-cut, as with the man 
who makes a personal decision to con- 
sume alcohol excessively and ends up 
committing destructive acts against his 
family and community as a result. Because 
of this, men of good will disagree as to 
the appropriate degree of legal restraint 
of activities such as alcohol consumption. 
But in theory, at least, government can be 
obliged to be the servant of humanity rath- 
er than its master, if the goal of preserving 
liberty is always held paramount. 

In practice, unfortunately, this goal is 
often elusive. Those who serve in govern- 
ment never tire of looking for ways around 
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statutory limits on their power. With the 
most ingenious blandishments, they per- 
suade their constituents that every new 
program will confer some sort of protec- 
tion or security, and that the sacrifice of 
a little liberty in exchange for such is the 
mark of a modern, “progressive” society. 
For most of the last century, America has 
seen a steady onslaught of new govern- 
ment programs, from Roosevelt’s New 
Deal to ObamaCare, that massively ex- 
panded government power in order to 
provide more security. The fact that these 
programs have also stripped Americans 
of a large part of their property and their 
right to choose freely how to work, what 
to do with their hard-earned money, what 
medical care to purchase, and so forth, is 
ignored by partisans of the “Nanny State.” 

The real issue, then, is not whether it is 
possible to create good government — that 
has already been done, as witness not only 
the framing of the Constitution but also the 
framing of the 13 state constitutions that 
served as models for it. Other countries, 
too, managed to create good government 
for a time, including the Republic of Ven- 
ice and Switzerland. The issue is whether 
good government, once created accord- 
ing to correct principles, can be kept from 
degenerating into bad government. The 
best governments ever framed prior to our 
own — the Roman and Venetian repub- 
lics — both transformed eventually into 
miserable despotisms, and there are many 
warning signs that the American republic 
is on the same path. 

The only possible solution is a return 
to the civic virtues that allowed “govern- 
ment by the people” to flourish in the first 
place. Limited government can only flour- 
ish where there is unlimited willingness 
to work, to exercise thrift, to take risk, to 
control one’s base and selfish impulses, 
and so forth. The key to the maintenance 
of good government is the maintenance of 
moral virtue. 

Good government, therefore, is not a 
“necessary evil,” it is a “necessary com- 
pact” allowing men to live in liberty 
while enjoying the blessings of peaceful 
association. 

— CHARLES SCALIGER 
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Second Chances 


High-school senior Trey Potter of Gahan- 
na, Ohio, gave his mother a memory that 
she thought had passed her by: the high- 
school senior prom. 

Trey’s mother, MelissaRoshan Potter, 
who goes by MelRo, was pregnant and 
homeless by the age of 16, and had been 
in and out of 23 different foster homes 
throughout her life. When she found out 
she was pregnant, she dropped out of 
high school. 

She states that she never had anyone in 
her life to encourage her or make her feel 
valuable as a person. “My mother had me 
at 13 by rape. So I was subsequently placed 
in the foster care system when I was 10,” 
MelRo explained. “I’ve lived in 23 foster 
care and group homes, and have endured 
physical abuse, sexual abuse and child labor 
abuse. There was many times I thought I 
wasn’t going to make it out of the system.” 

She never made it to her senior prom. 
“Tt wasn’t easy. Emotionally it was hard 
seeing my friends going off to prom [and] 
getting ready to graduate, when I had a 
baby,” she said. “But he was so precious 
and so cute ... when I first had him. He 
cracked me this smile and I thought to my- 
self, ‘I will never leave you.’” 

MelRo and her son lived in a homeless 
shelter for the first two years of Trey’s life, 
ABC News reported. She recalls being told 
that she would not be able to provide a bet- 
ter life for her son: “When I was pregnant 
with him, I heard, ‘Mel because you lived 
in the foster care system, you’re probably 
not going to raise a thriving individual. It 
just doesn’t happen.... You can’t give him 
what you don’t have.’” 

But according to MelRo, it was the love 
she had for Trey that inspired her to perse- 
vere and turn her life around. People.com 
reported that she worked two jobs to sup- 
port her newborn and went back to school 
for her GED. 

At 36, she is now a model and an ad- 
vocate for foster-care youth. And because 
of her hard work and sacrifices, Trey will 
be the first person in the family to attend 
college, People.com reported. 

As for Trey, the sacrifices his mother 
made for him and the life she had to en- 
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dure were all the more reason to ask her 
to be his date to his April 16 senior prom. 

Trey explained, “She was a teen mom 
and from all the stories she told me it’s 
made me realize that to be a parent it 
takes a lot of sacrifice and a lot of time 
and energy.” 

According to Trey, his mother did not 
take his invitation seriously until “about a 
week before the prom.” But despite ample 
opportunity to change his mind, Trey 
wanted to do this wonderful thing for his 
mother. “She has done so much for me,” 
he said. “I wanted to fill that void that had 
been empty for years.” 

MelRo was overwhelmed by her son’s 
kindness. “I was initially shocked because 
it’s an incredibly selfless act and my heart 
was just overwhelmed with gratitude 
because it was so sweet,” she told ABC 
News. “I felt very stoked and excited. I 
was like, ‘Oh my God. I’m about to get 
the best dress and turn up at the prom!’” 

The mother-son couple made quite a 
show, with MelRo arriving in a beauti- 
ful coral Vera Wang gown on the arm of 
her handsomely dressed 18-year-old son. 
They reportedly had a wonderful time. 
“She looked so beautiful!” said Trey. “She 
didn’t look 36 at all, she looked 16 again. 
It meant a lot to me to see her so happy.” 

“This was her night, not mine,” he 
added. “And that’s how I wanted it.” 

Afterword, MelRo said, “I didn’t miss 
out on prom. I gained. When I made the 
choice to have [Trey], I knew I was going 
to ‘miss’ a lot of things but when you 
choose love, it’s a gain and it’s all worth 
it. And I truly mean that.” 


Firefighters Repair Roof 


On May 4, a 67-year-old homeowner in 
Merrimack, New Hampshire, fell off his 
roof while attempting to repair it. The New 
Hampshire Union Leader reported that 
a family member was aware of the fall, 
called 911, and had already started CPR 
on the homeowner by the time firefighters 
and paramedics were on the scene, accord- 
ing to Assistant Fire Chief Brian Borne- 
man of the Merrimack Fire Department. 
A member of the Merrimack Fire 


Rescue continued to attempt life-saving 
measures on the man, who had suffered 
“traumatic, life-threatening injuries,” Bor- 
neman told the Union Leader. 

The homeowner was transported to a 
hospital for additional medical care, but 
sadly did not survive. “We were notified 
that he passed away a short time later,” 
Captain Peter Albert of the Merrimack Po- 
lice Department told the Union Leader. 

But the firefighters and paramedics who 
rushed to the man’s aid decided that they 
did not want his family to have to worry 
about a leaky roof during this tragic time, 
and went back to the man’s home to finish 
what he started. 

“They were concerned that the house’s 
roof was not finished and was open, and 
rain could potentially cause more damage 
to the house, causing more pain to the fam- 
ily at that point in time,” Fire Chief Michael 
Currier said. “So they decided to take a 
drive back to the house and tarp the roof.” 

However, with permission from the 
family, they decided that rather than sim- 
ply placing a tarp on the roof, they would 
finish the job. 

Neighbors noticed what the rescue 
workers were doing and volunteered their 
help, as well as tools to complete the task. 
EMT Marissa Jimenez told WMUR, “Be- 
fore we knew it, there were neighbors 
coming over. They were willing to help 
us. They jumped in, and we were able to 
get it done pretty quickly.” 

According to Borneman, the kind deed 
was the rescue workers’ way to try to 
“make a bad situation a little better.” 

“We can’t always change the outcome 
and we do what we can. We at least try to 
make a difference,” said Borneman. 

He also emphasized that the endeavor 
was a community one. “It is the commu- 
nity we are in, and neighbors helping out 
neighbors,” he added. 

Borneman contends that the depart- 
ment is very proud of its workers. “It abso- 
lutely is above and beyond,” he said. “The 
administration here, especially the chief of 
the department, Michael Currier, is very 
proud of the guys and what they did. It is 
nothing that we wouldn’t expect.” I 

— RAVEN CLABOUGH 
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Power Politics and Surveillance 


After Julius Caesar was murdered by conspirators in the senate, his successor, Gaius 
Julius Caesar — known as Augustus — built a surveillance state to consolidate power. 


Augustus of 
Prima Porta, 
Vatican Museum 


by Joe Wolverton Il, J.D. 


“We see on the theater of the world a certain number of scenes 
which succeed each other in endless repetition: where we see the 
same faults followed regularly by the same misfortunes, we may 
reasonably think that if we could have known the first we might 
have avoided the others. The past should enlighten us on the future: 
knowledge of history is no more than an anticipated experience.” 

— Charles Pinot Duclos 


er-blinking eye of the federal government’s surveillance 

apparatus. From the National Security Agency (NSA) to 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) to the Department of 

Homeland Security (DHS), the full panoply of federal three-letter 

departments have access to billions of bytes of personal data of 
every man, woman, and child in this country and abroad. 

The pressure of constant scrutiny increases proportionally as 


A mericans work, live, and play under the watchful, nev- 
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the technology employed by these branches of the American em- 
pire grows increasingly sophisticated and increasingly able to 
pierce the veil of privacy that once protected free people from 
their government. 

In major cities, traffic cameras patrol every intersection, 
closed-circuit security cameras record every minute of activity 
on the corners of buildings and inside subways, and most of these 
cameras are equipped with facial and other biometric recognition 
software that gives their operators power to patrol the movements 
of anyone caught within the digital field of vision. 

While the scope of the modern surveillance state is unprec- 
edented in the annals of republican government, there was once 
another self-governing society whose “elected” leadership em- 
ployed similar tactics to keep tabs on citizens, allowing autocrats to 
consolidate power and to prevent any potential challenges to their 
absolute authority. Nowhere was this statist supervision more well 
advanced and surreptitiously executed than in Augustan Rome. 

When the Ides of March in 44 B.C. brought an end to the 
dictatorial reign of Julius Caesar, the so-called Liberators left a 
power vacuum that they were not prepared to fill, believing that 
Romans rid of a tyrant would take to the streets proclaiming the 
assassins to be the saviors of the republic. They didn’t. 

As Caesar’s killers fled the Eternal City, another young man 
entered. Gaius Octavius was only 18 years old when he rode 
into Rome to assume the powers granted to him by his recently 
murdered adoptive uncle, Julius Caesar. 

No sooner had he crossed over the ancient borders of Rome 
than Octavius adopted the name Gaius Julius Caesar. Within 20 
years of his ascension to the top of Roman leadership, the Senate 
endowed Octavius with the honorific title of Augustus — mean- 
ing “Revered One,” the name by which he was officially known 
until his death in A.D. 14. 

After consolidating power and establishing peace by defeating 
his would-be rivals, Augustus began remaking Rome. Most of his 
efforts in urban planning seemed to reveal a desire to put a bit 
of polish on a city that formerly took great pride in its rustic and 
rough appearance. 

The project was most famously memorialized by Augustus 
himself when he reportedly declared, “I found Rome a city of 
bricks and left it a city of marble.” These cosmetic upgrades were 
popular with most of the people who saw in Augustus a man de- 
voted to traditional Roman values and committed to cleaning up 
not only the habits but the habitat of the Romans. 

Shrewdly, Augustus did nothing to disabuse the people of their 
belief in his benign and beautifying reign. In fact, he counted 
on their confidence as a curtain behind which he could convert 
their city into a prison without walls and a military post without 
uniformed soldiers. 
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The spy “service”: The cursus publicus was one of Augustus’ first and most successful 


surveillance programs. Staffed by soldiers masquerading as mailmen, the cursus publicus gave 
the emperor such control of correspondence that it would make even the NSA proud. 


Augustus’s agenda likely was informed 
by his understanding of the realpolitik 
considerations that culminated in the pub- 
lic regicide of his adoptive uncle, Julius 
Caesar. 

Had the elder Caesar been a bit less as- 
sured of the devotion of the people and the 
fidelity of his friends, he might not have 
made such an easy target for the knives 
of the 20 or so senators who surrounded 
him and stabbed him on that fateful day in 
March at the foot of the statue of Pompey 
the Great. 

Although Augustus regarded his pre- 
decessor’s vulnerability as the result of 
a too-casual attitude toward spying on 
those who could have any ax to grind, 
Julius Caesar did take some pains to pry 
into the personal correspondence and 
conversations of those closest to the seat 
of power. 

Julius Caesar was no naif. He created 
an elaborate network of spies that reported 
directly to him on the comings and goings 
of the leading lights of Roman social and 
political life. 

These ancient NSA agents got the 
goods on the subjects of their surveillance 
through intercepting letters, reading them, 


reporting on their contents, then sending 
them to the intended recipient. 

Unfortunately for Caesar, many of the 
men whose papers his agents were sup- 
posedly secretly reading knew about the 
surveillance program. “I cannot find a 
faithful message-bearer,” Cicero wrote 
to his friend, Atticus. “How few are they 
who are able to carry a rather weighty let- 
ter without lightening it by reading.” 

If anything, though, Cicero’s cognizance 
of Caesar’s correspondence-copying pro- 
gram convinced Augustus that he had to 
take the bricks of Caesar’s project and turn 
it into a marble monument to state-spon- 
sored, state-supporting surveillance. 


Surveillance Strategy 

Central to Augustus’ surveillance strat- 
egy was retrofitting the city’s pre-existing 
street plan with the listeners and look- 
ers who would gather all information — 
seemingly relevant or not — and pass it 
along in detailed reports to the “First Citi- 
zen” himself. 

Augustus’ sense of how critical the con- 
trol of information was to one intending 
to preserve his power was confirmed by 
renowned patron of the arts Gaius Maece- 


Shrewdly, Augustus did nothing to disabuse the people of their 
belief in his benign and beautifying reign. In fact, he counted on their 
confidence as a curtain behind which he could convert their city into 
a prison without walls and a military post without uniformed soldiers. 
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nas, who reportedly advised the emperor 
to hire for this vital state service “persons 
who are to keep eyes and ears open to any- 
thing which affects his supremacy.” 

The supreme ruler of Rome took his 
friend’s advice. 

Since Rome’s earliest days, the inter- 
sections of its many urban roads — called 
compita — were centers of celebration, 
conversation, and consecration to the local 
gods called ares. 

For hundreds of years, Romans were 
accustomed to meeting at these cross- 
roads and discussing all aspects of life 
in the world’s most populous metropolis. 
The common and the noble stopped at the 
compita to carry on conversations and 
pay passing devotion to the deities that 
guarded these public places. This made 
the compita perfect places for Augustus 
to deploy his eyes and ears. 

Augustus made such substantial use of 
the compita as surveillance centers that an- 
cient historians record that the /ares (local 
gods believed to inhabit the intersections) 
were given a new name in the wake of 
the program’s inception: /ares praestites, 
meaning, as the Roman poet Ovid records, 
“gods that guard all things by their eyes.” 

Residents of Rome considered these 
lares praestites to be the “guardians of the 
state.” And that’s exactly what Augustus 
intended them to be. 

This wasn’t Augustus’ only expansion 
of this early surveillance apparatus. He 
understood that a growing empire needed 
information and that the surest way to get 
it was to gather it from those who didn’t 
even suspect they were under surveillance. 

Furthermore, in order to avoid his 
uncle’s fate, Augustus would set up an 
impressive intelligence-collecting mecha- 
nism that would work to secure his place 
at the top of the empire’s power structure. 

In her 2004 book Intelligence Activi- 
ties in Ancient Rome: Trust in the Gods 
but Verify, Rose Mary Sheldon describes 
another central change in Roman culture 
made by Augustus as part of his sprawling 
surveillance scheme. 

The first and most important of these 
changes was the establishment of a state 
postal/messenger service called the cur- 
sus publicus, which revamped the in- 
adequate republican system of private 
messengers. By furnishing a network of 
transport and communications, Augustus 
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built the backbone of what would later 
become the imperial security service. 

Sheldon says that the cursus publicus 
was “organized on a military basis, with 
a prefect and a special instructor at each 
station.” 

In a sentence that could be written to 
describe how the NSA manages to pay for 
its massive data centers, Sheldon explains 
that as the “service” grew to cover an 
ever expanding territory, the cost became 
equally enormous. In order to offset the 
budget demands of his network, Augustus 
passed the cost along to the Roman peo- 
ple. Sheldon writes that “the bill seems 
to have been paid by the communities 
through which the service ran.” 

In the quest to acquire and aggregate all 
potentially power-threatening communi- 
cations coursing through the city, Augus- 
tus employed the aforementioned Maece- 
nas to manage a key part of the plan. 

Augustus appointed Maecenas to the po- 
sition of prefect of Rome, and in that role 
the latter seems to have sent secret agents 
out among the people to make sure to stay 
one step ahead of anyone who would even 
consider political or physical harm to the 
Princeps (a title meaning “First Citizen” 
used by Augustus to convey his commit- 
ment to republican equality). 

Sheldon writes that “Maecenas quietly 
and carefully concealed his activity so that 
he could crush it [conspiracy against Au- 
gustus] without disturbance.” 


History repeats: The NSA shares much in common with the surveillance programs created by 


In another account of the Augustan Age 
that sounds like it was written yesterday, 
Sheldon explains, “There was much opposi- 
tion under Augustus both to the man and to 
the regime. Some scholars believe that Au- 
gustus was under constant threat during his 
principate from those who wished for the 
return of the republic, and see Augustus’s 
policies as reactions to this opposition.” 

In our own day, successive presidential 
administrations have progressively pushed 
past the constitutional boundaries of their 
power, and as the forces of federal consol- 
idation march ever menacingly closer to 
the frontiers of personal freedom, Ameri- 
cans resist this assault, uniting together to 
check not only the rulers, but the regimes 
they establish. 

The final loop in the Augustan intelli- 
gence dragnet was his employment of a 
cadre of professional snoops called dela- 
tores (“denouncers’’). 

These information gatherers were de- 
ployed among Roman citizens, pretend- 
ing to be some of them, carefully guarding 
their true character as the emperor’s own 
eyes and ears. 

Often — and this again sounds all too 
close to home — the delatores would 
offer financial reward to confidential in- 
formants with information worth (or not 
worth) purchasing. 

The delatores, possessed of information 
they gathered personally or from their paid 
informants, would present this evidence at 


Roman emperor Augustus. Both were attached to the military, both were under the command of 
generals, and both were used by rulers to rob their people of liberty and to secure their own hold 


on unconstitutional power. 
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trials, surprising the accused by rehears- 
ing often word-for-word conversations the 
participants thought they were carrying on 
in private. 

Interestingly, the people charged with 
conspiring against the emperor — or dar- 
ing to speak ill of him or any member of 
his family — were often charged with vio- 
lating the Roman law against treason. Of 
course, they were not guilty of treason at 
all, they were guilty of nothing more than 
recognizing Augustus’ growing autocracy 
and his obsession with keeping close watch 
on anyone who could threaten his vise-grip 
on political power in Rome. This draconian 
crackdown on criticism may have silenced 
the emperor’s opponents, but it did noth- 
ing to disabuse them of their belief that he 
was usurping power and creating a tyran- 
nical precedent that others of his ilk would 
likely follow. These republicans understood 
that opposition to a tyrant was not treason, 
it was patriotism, but none of that mattered 
in the rapid descent into despotism that 
marked the Age of Augustus. 

There is no question that, whereas Julius 
Caesar failed to construct a surveillance ap- 
paratus that might have prevented his assas- 
sination, Augustus Caesar was determined 
not to make that same fatal error. 

Instead, Augustus built an immense and 
immensely pervasive surveillance scheme 
with one purpose: preserving his place on 
the de facto throne of the Roman Empire. 
He was not only committed to carrying 
out this project, but he was committed to 
constructing his domestic dragnet of intel- 
ligence gathering within the walls of the 
dying republic. 

His ability to collect and control infor- 
mation in Rome provided Augustus with 
not only the job security he sought, but 
it gave him an enormous cache of poten- 
tially embarrassing personal information 
on those whom he considered threats to 
his autocracy. 

In no small way, the tyranny that domi- 
nated the reigns of all the Caesars begin- 
ning with Augustus was only made pos- 
sible by the fact that he knowingly and 
almost secretly placed every resident of 
Rome under the always watchful eye and 
within earshot of the always listening ear 
of the surveillance program that secured 
his status. 

It is at once true and terrifying to recall 
that the development of more advanced 


35 


and invasive surveillance techniques was 
one of the mechanisms that Augustus and 
his successors used to propel Rome away 
from republican liberty and toward a to- 
talitarian empire where no one or nothing 
was beyond the reach or beyond the rule 
of the Caesar. 

If Edward Snowden, the whistleblower 
who revealed the level of NSA spying on 
Americans, knows his Roman history, he 
must feel especially simpatico with those 
caught in the snare of the delatores. 


Like Then, Now 

While interesting on its own merit, this 
retelling of a small epoch in Roman his- 
tory has a dual purpose. First, as Thomas 
Jefferson counseled: 


The most effectual means of pre- 
venting the perversion of power into 
tyranny are to illuminate, as far as 
practicable, the minds of the people 
at large, and more especially to give 
them knowledge of those facts which 
history exhibits, that possessed 
thereby of the experience of 
other ages and countries, they 

may be enabled to know am- 
bition under all its shapes, and 
prompt to exert their natural 
powers to defeat its purposes. 


Second, armed with these “facts 
which history exhibits,” we can 


pita, the government of the United States 
has funded a system whereby the images 
recorded by the millions of “traffic cam- 
eras” installed throughout the country are 
funneled to agents of the federal Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security. The software 
is called Trap Wire. 

TrapWire is a massive and technologi- 
cally advanced surveillance system that 
has the capacity to keep nearly the entire 
population of this country under the watch- 
ful eye of government 24 hours a day. 
Using this network of cameras and other 
surveillance tools, the federal government 
is rapidly constructing an impenetrable, 
inescapable theater of surveillance, most 
of which is going unnoticed by Americans 
and unreported by the mainstream media. 

The TrapWire story percolated from 
the millions of e-mails from the Austin, 
Texas-based private intelligence-gathering 
firm Stratfor. 

Exactly what is TrapWire? According 
to one description of the program, from 
Russia Today: 
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Former senior intelligence officials 
have created a detailed surveillance 
system more accurate than mod- 
ern facial recognition technology 
— and have installed it across the 
US under the radar of most Ameri- 
cans, according to emails hacked by 
Anonymous. 

Every few seconds, data picked up 
at surveillance points in major cit- 
ies and landmarks across the United 
States are recorded digitally on the 
spot, then encrypted and instanta- 
neously delivered to a fortified cen- 
tral database center at an undisclosed 
location to be aggregated with other 
intelligence. 

Although many of the details re- 
main undisclosed, it is known that 
the infrastructure of TrapWire was 
designed and deployed by Abraxas, 
an intelligence contractor based in 
Northern Virginia headed and run 
by dozens of former American sur- 
veillance officers. As one article 

described it: “The employee 
roster at Abraxas reads like a 
who’s who of agents once with 
the Pentagon, CIA and other 
government entities according 
to their public LinkedIn pro- 
files, and the corporation’s ties 
are assumed to go deeper than 
apnea) oven documented.” 


view our own time through a more 
reliable lens, allowing us to see the 
first fissures of what in the distant 
past became gaping chasms into 
which free peoples fell. 

As we have illuminated now 
the story of how Augustus cre- 
ated and coordinated a secretive 
and sophisticated surveillance 
program, we can identify similar 
schemes being executed by con- 
temporary American emperors. 
What follows are a few of the 
domestic intelligence-gathering 
activities central to our own gov- 
ernment’s surreptitious effort to 
secure its place in the palaces 
of power, particularly focusing 
on those that seem substantially 
similar to their Roman precursors. 

First, just as Augustus coopted 
the intersections called the com- 
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Just how expansive is the Trap- 
Wire network believed to be? An 
article published by transparency 
advocacy group Public Intelli- 
gence claims that Stratfor e-mails 
suggest that TrapWire is in use by 
the U.S. Secret Service, the Brit- 
ish security service MIS, the Royal 
Canadian Mounted Police, and 
counterterrorism divisions in both 
the Los Angeles and New York 
Police Departments and the Los 
Angeles DHS/law enforcement 
fusion center. The e-mails also 
suggest that TrapWire is in use at 
military bases around the country. 
A July 2011 e-mail to Stratfor de- 
scribes how the U.S. Army, Ma- 
rine Corps, and Pentagon have all 
begun using Trap Wire and are “on 
the system now.” 

In light of the tyranny of Au- 


1 
nt 


= 


Tracking daily movements: Traffic cameras are installed 

at intersections in nearly every American city, and using a 
government-funded program called TrapWire, the images 
collected by them are available to the full panoply of domestic 
federal law-enforcement and surveillance agencies. 
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System for the people? The U.S. Postal Service carries on clandestine surveillance of private 
correspondence through a program called Mail Isolation Control and Tracking. Billions of letters 
and parcels are subject to the surveillance scheme. Augustan Rome conducted similar secret 
control of correspondence exchanged on unwitting Romans. 


gustus, it’s easier to see how the federal 
government, through the combination of 
Trap Wire and traffic cameras, is convert- 
ing our own compita into massive intel- 
ligence collection centers. 

There is another point of comparison 
between the Roman surveillance state 
under Augustus and the modern American 
information-gathering program. 

Just as Augustus seized control of the 
mail in order to control communication 
and identify potential threats through the 
reading of private correspondence, the 
government of the United States is sort- 
ing through Americans’ mail in more ways 
than one. 

Astory published in the New York Times 
in 2013 tells the story of Buffalo, New 
York, resident Leslie James Pickering. 
Pickering reported that in September 2012 
he noticed “something odd in his mail”: 
a “handwritten card, apparently delivered 
by mistake, with instructions for postal 
workers to pay special attention to the let- 
ters and packages sent to his home,” the 
Times story claims. 

The card — a picture of which ap- 
pears in the 7imes story — appears to 
read: “Show all mail to supv” — supervi- 
sor — “for copying prior to going out on 
the street.” Pickering’s name was written 
on the card, as well as the word “Confi- 
dential,” written in green ink. Apparently, 
Pickering was the unwitting target of a 
“longtime surveillance system” the Times 
calls “mail covers.” 

It doesn’t stop there, however. While 
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snail-mail surveillance has been a tool of 
law enforcement for over a century, the pro- 
gram that targeted Pickering is called Mail 
Isolation Control and Tracking. As part of 
this surveillance tactic, the “Postal Service 
computers photograph the exterior of every 
piece of paper mail that is processed in the 
United States — about 160 billion pieces 
last year. It is not known how long the gov- 
ernment saves the images.” 

The New York Times detailed how the 
mail monitoring program works: 


At the request of law enforcement 
officials, postal workers record in- 
formation from the outside of letters 
and parcels before they are delivered. 
(Actually opening the mail requires 
a warrant.) The information is sent 
to whatever law enforcement agency 
asked for it. Tens of thousands of 
pieces of mail each year undergo this 
scrutiny. 

The Mail Isolation Control and 
Tracking program was created after 
the anthrax attacks in late 2001 that 
killed five people, including two 
postal workers. Highly secret, it 
seeped into public view last month 
when the F.B.I. cited it in its inves- 
tigation of ricin-laced letters sent to 
President Obama and Mayor Michael 
R. Bloomberg. It enables the Postal 
Service to retroactively track mail 
correspondence at the request of law 
enforcement. No one disputes that it 
is Sweeping. 


Mark D. Rasch, a former director of the 
Department of Justice’s computer crime 
unit is quoted in the Times story exposing 
the extent of the snooping. “In the past, 
mail covers were used when you had a 
reason to suspect someone of a crime,” 
Rasch said, in the Times article. “Now it 
seems to be ‘Let’s record everyone’s mail 
so in the future we might go back and 
see who you were communicating with.’ 
Essentially you’ve added mail covers on 
millions of Americans.” 

That is a surveillance system that would 
impress even a Caesar! 

Finally, in June 2013, former NSA 
subcontractor Edward Snowden revealed 
the scope of the domestic and foreign 
surveillance programs being carried out 
by our own version of Augustus’s dela- 
tores: the NSA. 

The cache of documents Snowden pos- 
sesses was leaked to the Washington Post 
and to The Guardian (U.K.) and contains 
compelling evidence of the NSA’s whole- 
sale violation of the Fourth Amendment 
through the dragnet surveillance of phone 
records and monitoring of Internet traffic. 

With the assistance of Glen Greenwald, 
formerly of The Guardian, Snowden has 
exposed one constitutional violation after 
another committed by the NSA. All of this, 
it must be understood, was done with the 
cooperation of the president, the Congress, 
and the courts. The strength of the evidence 
of collusion among the three branches of the 
federal government in the de facto repeal of 
the Fourth Amendment is overwhelming. 

The pervasiveness of the NSA’s elec- 
tronic snooping need hardly be rehearsed. 
From Facebook posts to e-mail, from texts 
to tweets, the NSA is sucking up serious 
amounts of formerly personal digital com- 
munications. 

How much data is being collected by 
the professional snoops at the NSA? Wil- 
liam Binney, a former NSA technical di- 
rector turned whistleblower, estimates 
that the NSA’s Utah Data Center “will be 
able to handle and process five zettabytes 
of data.” In a story quoting Binney’s 
claim, National Public Radio reports that 
a zettabyte is equal to “the amount of data 
that would fill 250 billion DVDs.” 

Again, Augustus would blush with 
pride if he could see how unimaginably 
powerful, how immeasurably immense, 
and how unconscionably unconstitutional 
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the modern American government’s data 
gathering scheme has become. 

Now that we know how the Roman his- 
tory of unchecked hubris and unabashed 
ambition is being repeated in our own day, 
Jefferson advises that we use this knowl- 
edge to “defeat its purposes.” How? 


Fighting Back 
To begin with, we must familiarize our 
countrymen with this little lesson from 
history. Then, we must help them see that 
one unwarranted wiretap, one unwarrant- 
ed seizure of a phone record, one search of 
records of an individual’s digital commu- 
nications is too many. If we are a republic 
of laws, then we must enforce the consti- 
tutional law of the land. The standard is 
not whether or not the spies or their bosses 
think the deprivations are “okay,” but the 
standard is the Constitution — for every 
issue, on every occasion, with no excep- 
tions. Anything less than that is a step fur- 
ther down the path trod by ancient Rome, 
a path toward tyranny. 

Taken together, the roster of snooping 
programs in use by the federal government 
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places every American under the threat of 
constant surveillance in a way unimagina- 
ble to even the most overweening Roman 
emperor. The courts, Congress, and the 
president have formed an unholy alliance 
bent on obliterating the Constitution and 
establishing a country where every citizen 
is a suspect and is perpetually under the 
never-blinking eye of the government. 

The establishment will likely continue 
construction of the surveillance until the 
entire country is being watched around 
the clock and every monitored activity is 
recorded and made retrievable by agents 
who will have a dossier on every American. 

The fight can yet be won, though. 
Americans can attack the sprawling sur- 
veillance state on several fronts. 

We can elect men and women to posi- 
tions of power who will honor their oaths 
of office to preserve, protect, and defend 
the Constitution. Then, once occupying 
that place of public trust, each of them 
must be held immediately accountable for 
each and every violation of that oath. 

Next, we must fill our state legislatures 
with men and women who will refuse to 
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enforce any act of the federal government 
that exceeds the boundaries of its constitu- 
tionally granted powers. These lawmakers 
must force the federal beast back inside its 
constitutional cage, never allowing even 
the smallest degree of deviation from the 
blueprint produced in Philadelphia in 1787. 

Admittedly, the hour is late, but there is 
still hope. Beginning today, Americans can 
refuse to reelect any lawmaker who has 
voted to fund the NSA’s unconstitutional 
intelligence schemes or those of any other 
federal agency whose establishment is not 
specifically permitted by the Constitution. 

Finally, we can part company with Rome. 
While there is much good in the history of 
that society that served our Founding Fa- 
thers as examples to emulate and errors to 
avoid, we cannot continue along the road 
to ruin that Rome careered down headlong 
into absolutism and annihilation. 

We must chart our own course toward 
liberty, uniting, as our forefathers, in the 
ennobling cause of the end of tyranny and 
the promotion of those unalienable rights 
granted to us by — and revocable only by 
— our Creator, not our caesar. 


EXERCISING THE RIGHT 


Hip Shot 


WDMT.com reported out of Dover, Del- 
aware, on May 7 about a burglar who 
didn’t get very far in an attempted break- 
in. Dover police say that a homeowner 
was awakened by the sounds of someone 
pounding on his back door. He grabbed 
his loaded firearm and went to investigate, 
only to discover a man forcefully kicking 
in his front door. The resident fired twice 
at the intruder and hit him in the hip. The 
injured suspect collapsed outside the home 
and was taken to a nearby medical facil- 
ity for treatment. Police say the burglar is 
now facing charges of second degree bur- 
glary and criminal mischief. 


Shirtless Invader 


The Seattle Times reported on May 5 about 
a father who defended his family from a 
deranged attacker. Sergeant Jason Houck 
of the King County Sheriff’s Office told 
the Seattle Times that a 19-year-old woman 
called 911 to report someone breaking in to 
her family’s house. The suspect was clearly 
out of his mind. The young woman would 
later tell police that the man was not wear- 
ing a shirt and was yelling obscenities. The 
young woman and her 11-year-old sister 
locked themselves in a back room of the 
house with their parents. The lunatic kept 
up his attack and eventually broke through 
the front window and screen door by throw- 
ing lawn furniture, and gained entrance to 
the house. The father, fearing for the safety 
of his wife and children, grabbed his fire- 
arm and went to confront the attacker. 
Deputies arrived on the scene, and as they 
were approaching the house, they heard 
two gunshots. The father had fired at the 
demented intruder. One of the shots hit the 
suspect in the leg. The police soon took 
control of the situation and applied a tour- 
niquet to the injured man’s leg. The suspect 
was taken to a nearby hospital for treatment 
and was charged upon his release. Sergeant 
Houck said the father most likely will not 
be charged in the shooting. 

King5.com reported out of western 
Washington about this home invasion, 
citing it as one of the recent events that 
caused an uptick in gun sales, owing to 
concerns from people about protecting 
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their families from criminals. Chad Cur- 
tis, the manager at Wade’s Eastside Guns, 
told King5.com that “it’s a reminder to us 
all that it can happen, it can happen any- 
where, it can happen to anybody.” 

Curtis said that if you’re going to use 
a firearm in self-defense, you need to re- 
ally make sure that you know what you’re 
doing. “You have to think about what if 
someone is coming into your house, and 
trying to figure out what their intention 
is. Is their intention to do you harm? Is 
their intention to steal your property? Or 
is their intention to do both? And so trying 
to figure that out while it’s happening can 
be extremely difficult and scary.” Curtis 
told King5.com, “Do your research. It’s 
really more than buying a gun. It’s about 
taking classes, if you’ve never fired a gun 
of course. It’s about other topics related 
to self-defense, like being aware and situ- 
ational awareness.” 


“Grandma’s Okay” 


The Yopeka Capital Journal reported out 
of Topeka, Kansas, on May 9 about a man 
who was shot while trying to burglarize 
a residence. The incident occurred in the 
early morning, when the suspect attempted 
to break in to a home in a residential area 
that is a mile south of downtown Topeka. 

Eighty-four-year-old Charlotte Olmstead 
was home alone when she heard the sounds 
of someone trying to open her front door. 
The noises momentarily stopped, but then 
she heard the sound of glass shattering from 
the side of her house. She then heard the 
sound of glass breaking from another side 
of her house. Olmstead was terrified, but 
apparently the suspect was unable to suc- 
cessfully enter the house. The would-be in- 
truder then moved to the house next door. 
The suspect tried to enter the house through 
a back basement door, which was locked. 
He then went around to the front of the 
home and broke the front door down. The 
suspect entered the house but was confront- 
ed by the homeowner, a 22-year-old man, 
who was armed. After a tense exchange, 
the homeowner fired at the intruder, injur- 
ing the man. Authorities were called to the 
scene by Olmstead, and they arrived to find 
the injured suspect. The suspect was taken 


to a hospital for medical treatment and will 
be charged upon his release. Cassandra 
Olmstead, the 37-year-old granddaughter 
of Charlotte Olmstead, told the Topeka 
Capital Journal that a lot of family mem- 
bers planned to come to Charlotte’s aid and 
help her repair her home, which suffered 
damage from the break-in. “I’m just glad 
Grandma’s okay.... That was my only con- 
cern,” she said. 


“You've Got to 


Kill Me Face-to-face” 


WXYZ.com reported on May 24 out of 
Detroit about an elderly couple whose 
bravery saved their lives. 

The incident occurred on the city’s west 
side when an intruder burst in to the home 
and held Daniel McNamara and his wife 
at gunpoint. 

The gunman ordered the couple into 
the basement. And the gunman told 
the husband and wife to turn around so 
that they wouldn’t see his face, but the 
husband suspected nothing good would 
come from that. “He kept telling us to 
turn around, I said ‘No, I’m not going to 
turn around,’ I said ‘You’ve got to kill me 
face to face,’ McNamara told WXYZ. 
com. The intruder became enraged. “He 
kept pointing the gun at my head and 
said, “You don’t think Ill kill you face 
to face?’ I said ‘I don’t know, but you’re 
going to have to because I’m not turning 
around,’” McNamara continued. 

Fortunately for McNamara, he had a 
gun stored nearby and was able to retrieve 
it while the criminal had his head turned. 
McNamara quickly fired two shots at the 
suspect, and one of his shots hit the burglar. 
McNamara recounted how scared he was 
during the ordeal: “Of course I was scared, 
who wouldn’t be? Some goon has a gun 
to your head and tells you he’s going to 
shoot you because you’ve seen his face,” 
McNamara told WXYZ.com. The injured 
suspect fled the scene, but was picked up 
in a local hospital by police. McNamara 
was grateful for having survived the inva- 
sion and cited divine intervention: “The 
Lord looked out for us today.” il 

— PATRICK KREY 
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Feds Overreach, Hand 
Down Bathroom Guidance 


Item: “Dear Colleague,” begins a joint 
letter, dated May 13, 2016, from the civil 
rights arms of the U.S. Department of Jus- 
tice and U.S. Department of Education to 
interested parties. The notice begins in 
inimitable bureaucratese (albeit available 
in six languages other than English): 


Schools across the country strive to 
create and sustain inclusive, support- 
ive, safe, and nondiscriminatory com- 
munities for all students. In recent 
years, we have received an increas- 
ing number of questions from par- 
ents, teachers, principals, and school 
superintendents about civil rights 
protections for transgender students. 
Title IX of the Education Amendments 
of 1972 (Title IX) and its implement- 
ing regulations prohibit sex discrimi- 
nation in educational programs and 
activities operated by recipients of 
Federal financial assistance. This 
prohibition encompasses discrimina- 
tion based on a student 5 gender iden- 
tity, including discrimination based on 
a students transgender status. 


ITEM: The Reuters wire service reported 
on May 16, 2016: “President Barack 
Obama said on Monday that his admin- 
istration’s guidance on transgender is- 
sues is needed to help schools grapple 
with the sensitive topic and ensure that 
all children are treated fairly. Obama, in 
an interview with BuzzFeed news website 
broadcast live on Facebook and YouTube, 
said schools had been asking the Depart- 
ment of Education how they should han- 
dle questions they were facing with trans- 
gender youths. ‘We think it was important 
for schools who want to go ahead and, 
in a very practical way, try to deal with 
the school year — What are they going 
to be doing next year? How should we 
approach this? — that we give them our 


best judgment about how to approach it,’ 


Obama said.” 
ITEM: President Obama, says Christian 
Science Monitor, has “focused the micro- 
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supersede the rights of the students who are uncomfortable sharing stalls with the opposite sex. 


scope of government on what has only re- 
cently emerged as a national concern: the 
right of Americans to bypass biology and 
determine their own gender.” 

The newspaper report, dated May 14, 
2016, continues: “The transgender bath- 
room battle heated up as Republicans 
in North Carolina passed a state law in 
March barring transgender women from 
using the ladies’ room. But after North 
Carolina and the United States Depart- 
ment of Justice traded lawsuits this week, 
the fight went national on Friday, when 
the Department of Education and Justice 
Department sent what they called a “guid- 
ing” letter on transgender rights to the na- 
tions nearly 100,000 public schools.” 
CORRECTION: There is a lot more involved 
here than the rights of perhaps 0.3 percent 
of the American population (no one really 
has accurate numbers). The “guiding” let- 
ter from Washington may not have any ac- 
tual legal weight — as officials from the 
Obama administration do acknowledge 
— but it does come with an inherent ex- 
tortionate threat to public schools: If you 
don’t knuckle down, we’ll cripple you 
with legal action and/or slash your money. 

Many states and localities are discover- 
ing that they made a Faustian deal when 
they took all that “free” federal funding. 
There’s a devilish blackmailer now at the 


door, and somebody is going to be hurt un- 
less transgender students are allowed into 
the bathrooms of their choice. 

The intimidating letter cites, in an at- 
tempt to justify its strong-arm tactics, 
Title [X of the Education Amendments of 
1972. Its claim is specious. David Lim- 
baugh, a lawyer and a columnist, rightly 
notes that when the U.S. Congress passed 
that measure, it 


never intended “sex” to include “gen- 
der identity.” The purpose was to en- 
sure women and girls equal treatment 
under the law. No one in his wildest 
imagination conceived that lawless 
public officials would later contort 
the statute to prevent discrimination 
against transgender people. 

The administration proclaims, 
“Gender identity refers to an individu- 
al’s internal sense of gender.” So forget 
your biological makeup; if today you 
want to identify as a woman, men, you 
may, and if people refuse to go along 
with the ruse, they will be punished 
with the full force of federal law.... 

The Framers are rolling over in 
their graves, not just because of this 
inversion of moral standards but 
also because of the lawless manner 
in which this is being forced down 
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the throats of the states, the American 
people and the public schools. 


And it should be noted — because it has 
been repeatedly and wrongly reported — 
that the North Carolina law does not pro- 
hibit private-sector companies from adopt- 
ing their own nondiscrimination policies 
or practices, as has been made clear by the 
office of Governor Pat McCrory. That of- 
fice also points out (as part of what it calls 
a “facts vs. myth” release) that the state 
law in question does not take away exist- 
ing protections for individuals in North 
Carolina. It does, however, “for the first 
time in state history,” establish a statewide 
anti-discrimination policy that “is tougher 
than the federal government’s.” 

The North Carolina law also allows 
private businesses, if they so choose, to 
continue to allow transgender individuals 
“to use the bathroom, locker room or other 
facilities of the gender they identify with” 
or to “provide other accommodations.” 
For example, according to the governor’s 
office, if a privately owned “sporting fa- 
cility wants allow attendees of sporting 
events to use the restroom of their choice, 
or install unisex bathrooms,” that facility 
can do that. “The law neither requires nor 
prohibits them from doing so.” 

The facilities in North Carolina that are 
required to conform by an individual’s bio- 
logical sex are those in government build- 
ings. The feds — along with insatiable ac- 
tivists assisted by the echo chamber of the 
“progressive” media — cannot stand it ifa 
state makes its own decisions and it is not 
consistent with left-wing orthodoxy. 

There are many reasons why the Found- 
ers set up a federal system of government, 
with separation of powers. Some are com- 
monsensical, including the fact that since 
state and local officials are closer to the 
problems of their areas, they should choose 
the policies seen as solutions. Federalism 
is also supposed to allow state govern- 
ments to function independently, not under 
the thumb of Washington, in part to have 
a structure that ensures liberty. This not 
only allows for most government decision- 
making to be closer to the people, but also 
for competition among the states and in- 
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novation. States can also serve as a check 
against centralized foolishness or tyranny. 

Federalism, of course, does not guar- 
antee against local and state governmen- 
tal idiocy. New York City has proven 
that point. Consider the “legal guidance” 
issued by that city’s Commission on 
Human Rights. The city’s “human rights 
law” requires, as the guidance says, that 
employers, landlords, and all businesses 
and professionals use the preferred name, 
pronoun, and title of employees, tenants, 
customers, or clients “regardless of the 
individual’s sex assigned at birth, anato- 
my, gender, medical history, appearance, 
or the sex indicated on the individual’s 
identification.” 

Eugene Volokh, a professor at the UCLA 
School of Law, recently noted in his blog (as 
republished in the Washington Post) what 
that actually means in that jurisdiction: 


We have to use “ze,” a made-up word 
that carries an obvious political con- 
notation (endorsement of the “non- 
binary” view of gender). We have to 
call people “him” and “her” even if 
we believe that people’s genders are 
determined by their biological sex and 
not by their self-perceptions — per- 
ceptions that, by the way, can rapidly 
change, for those who are “gender- 


fluid” — and that using terms tied to 
self-perception is basically a lie. 


Where is the outrage about this requirement 
and its hefty legal liability? Are the powers- 
that-be in Washington scandalized and infu- 
riated at such lunacy? Of course not. These 
are “progressives” with selective anger. 

Still, as Professor Volokh has written, 
this does not just apply to the “government 
as employer, requiring its employees to say 
things that keep government patrons happy 
with government services. This is the gov- 
ernment as sovereign, threatening ‘civil 
penalties up to $125,000 for violations, 
and up to $250,000 for violations that are 
the result of willful, wanton, or malicious 
conduct’ if people don’t speak the way the 
government tells them to speak. Nor is this 
likely to stay in New York City: The New 
York officials are arguing that this is just 
what the New York gender identity discrim- 
ination ban requires.” 

American taxpayers should begin to 
wonder what they are getting with the 
$156,000 that is paid for each child (on 
average) from kindergarten through high 
school. What if the public glommed what 
is going on with public education in many 
areas? (While the enrollment in public 
schools increased nine percent between 
1970 and 2015, the number of non-teach- 


The guys’ guy: Governor Pat McCrory (N.C.) ee a bill into law mandating that males use 


male bathrooms in public venues. His supporters say he is not only correct morally, he is correct 
legally, because the Constitution doesn’t allow the federal government to make its demands. 
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Political pressure: When North Carolina’s legis 
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lature signed a law mandating that men who 
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dress as women must use bathrooms meant for men in public places, liberals such as Bruce 


Springsteen cancelled plans in the state. 


ing staff jumped 133 percent, as cited by a 
recent Heritage Foundation study.) 

As it happens, there is relatively little to 
show — in a positive fashion, that is — for 
the fact that the federal government has al- 
most tripled (in real terms) its education ex- 
penditures per pupil. And it has been doing 
that over five decades — intervening in 
what should be a local and state matter. So 
it is convenient to have a new hot issue to 
talk about that muddies the waters. 

Along the way, Time gets to parade a 
sexy cover (festooned with multi-colored, 
cause-appropriate toilet paper, no less), 
even as youngsters in public schools con- 
tinue to get the sticky end. Meanwhile, 
overreaching Obamacrats act as if they 
were a federal school board. 

To repeat: The issue goes beyond who 
showers where and whose bathroom 
should be used; it’s a constitutional issue. 
And guess what? “Gender identity” is 
nowhere to be found in the Constitu- 
tion. David French, a lawyer writing for 
National Review, has commented on the 
transformation of the battle: 


In its zeal to advance the sexual revo- 
lution, the Obama administration has 
defied the will of Congress, unilateral- 
ly rewritten federal law without even 
bothering to go through a statutory 
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rulemaking process, and now seeks to 
bring a sovereign state to heel through 
a combination of threats and lawsuits. 

Let’s make this simple. Title VII 
prohibits private and public employers 
(including state governments) from dis- 
criminating on the basis of “race, color, 
religion, sex, and national origin.” Title 
IX prohibits federally funded educa- 
tional institutions from discriminating 
on the basis of “sex.” Neither statute 
prohibits sexual-orientation or gender- 
identity discrimination. For more than 
20 years, LGBT activists have sought 
to amend federal law through the so- 
called Employment Non-Discrimina- 
tion Act, a bill that would essentially 
add sexual orientation and gender iden- 
tity as protected classes within federal 
nondiscrimination law. For more than 
20 years, LGBT activists have failed. 
ENDA hasn’t passed even when Dem- 
ocrats controlled the presidency and 
both houses of Congress. 


Who needs a stinkin’ law when you have a 
presumptuous power structure? As French 
recounts, “Federal regulators and lawless 
federal judges have incrementally changed 
it by executive and judicial fiat, steadily ex- 
panding the scope of Title VII.” The Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission uni- 


laterally amended the statute last year. The 
commission just published a document enti- 
tled, ““What You Should Know about EEOC 
and Enforcement Protections for LGBT 
Workers.” In that, notes French, the com- 
mission just declared that it interprets and 
enforces Title VII’s prohibition of sex dis- 
crimination as forbidding any employment 
discrimination based on gender identity or 
sexual orientation. “In a stroke, the EEOC 
decided that it was going to essentially en- 
force ENDA — a statute that doesn’t exist.” 

For his part, Education Secretary John 
King publicly castigated state laws that 
prohibit public school students from using 
bathrooms designated for the opposite 
sex. He termed them “hateful.” And At- 
torney General Loretta Lynch likened the 
North Carolina measure to Jim Crow laws 
of decades ago. 

Such power plays were slammed by the 
Wall Street Journal in mid-May, when the 
editors observed the Obama administra- 
tion clearly “intends to obliterate what is 
left of federalism, the principle that states 
retain powers not delegated to the national 
government. How else can one interpret 
Friday’s ‘guidance’ on bathrooms, locker 
rooms and sports teams to public grade 
schools and high schools, long considered 
a symbol of local control?” 

Texas Lt. Governor Dan Patrick, the 
Journal continued, “has raised the pos- 
sibility that his state may forfeit its $10 
billion of annual federal funding for its 
schools. We hope Texas follows through 
and is joined by other states. There is more 
at stake here than sexual identity, not least 
the self-identity of the United States.” 

We’ve come to a sad pass when the head 
of the Department of Justice, ostensibly 
the chief law-enforcement officer of the 
country; the secretary of the Department 
of Education; and the nation’s chief execu- 
tive are all steering a major campaign to 
compel states, cities, and public schools 
to grant so-called transgender males ac- 
cess to the locker rooms and restrooms of 
American women and girls. 

This is not a federal case. It is, however, 
time for the American public to man up on 
the issue. 

— WILLIAM P. Hoar 
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Neocon “Republicans” Prefer Hillary 


ver the Memorial Day 
weekend, neocon gad- 
fly and Weekly Standard 


editor William Kristol dropped his 
latest #NeverTrump salvo, another 
hint that he has found an “accept- 
able” Republican to head up a 
third-party, independent run for the 
White House. 

In a tweet that was immediately 
picked up by CNN, Bloomberg, 
and other establishment media or- 
gans, Kristol said, “Just a heads up 
over this holiday weekend: There 
will be an independent candidate 
—an impressive one, with a strong 
team and a real chance.” 

Kristol didn’t say in the tweet 
who that “impressive” candidate 
would be, but it appears to be fel- 
low neocon David French, a writer 
at National Review. At least that is 
what Mark Halperin, co-host of Bloomberg TV’s With All Due 
Respect program revealed (“according to our sources,” he said) on 
May 31. And aclose reading of Kristol’s recent writings indicates 
that Halperin’s sources are probably correct — for the moment 
anyway, although Kristol has had a tough time recruiting a viable 
candidate. 

David who? David French. Don’t beat yourself up if you don’t 
recognize the name; he’s largely unknown outside the N.Y.- 
D.C., National Review/Weekly Standard neocon echo bubble. 
Kristol was setting the stage for French (or someone like him, 
if French ends up declining, as other of Kristol’s recruits al- 
ready have) in his June 6 Weekly Standard column entitled “The 
United States of Argentina.” The independent candidate to save 
the GOP and the Republic from Trump, he opined, “could be 
a not-terribly-well-known” person, even “someone who hasn’t 
yet held elective office.” French fits both particulars of that bill. 

In Kristol’s above-mentioned op-ed, the globe-trotting glob- 
alist (who made his Memorial Day tweets from Israel) praised 
French, who, he said, “wrote eloquently this week urging Mitt 
Romney to take up the gauntlet” against Trump. Kristol had 
already tried to recruit Romney after Trump’s May 3 Indiana 
primary victory, which saw Trump’s last two GOP rivals, Ted 
Cruz and John Kasich, drop out. Romney has declined (so far), 
but Kristol and company are undaunted in their #NeverTrump 
crusade to run a “true conservative” in a third-party effort. 

Who are some of Kristol’s other potential candidates, in ad- 
dition to French? He lists, first of all, former Senator Joseph 
Lieberman of Connecticut, the Democrat-turned-Independent- 
turned-Republican-turned Democrat. Yes, the same neocon Joe 
Lieberman who was Al Gore’s VP running mate. Yes, Lieber- 


David 
French 
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man, the staunch pro-abortion, 
pro-ObamaCare, pro-open bor- 
ders, pro-UN, pro-Cap-and-Trade, 
pro-NAFTA-WTO, pro-Federal 
Reserve, pro-Wall Street bailouts, 
pro-Big Government, etc. But un- 
doubtedly, the attribute that most 
endears Lieberman to Kristol is 
his unflinching support for the 
neocon vision in favor of keeping 
the United States involved in per- 
petual war — all over the globe. 
That’s what Kristol and his neo- 
con brain trust, the Project for the 
New American Century (PNAC), 
call “global leadership” and “stra- 
tegic engagement.” Lieberman, of 
course, is also a longtime member 
of the Council on Foreign Relations 
(CFR), one of the most important 
establishment power centers front- 
ing for world government, and a 
home base for many of the neocon internationalists favored by 
Kristol and his allies at National Review, the New York Times, 
the Washington Post, the Wall Street Journal, and Fox News. 

Kristol goes on to list for consideration House Speaker Paul 
Ryan (who, like most of his GOP predecessors in that position, 
has aided and abetted the liberal-left Democrat agenda), Marco 
Rubio and Jeb Bush (both of whom were resoundingly rejected 
by voters in the just-concluded primaries), and former Bush 
Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice (a CFR member and inter- 
nationalist), among others. 

Do Kristol and his chattering-class cronies really believe 
any of these candidates can win? No, they’re smart enough 
to know better than that. However, they are trolling the idea 
among Republican conservatives, constitutionalists, and neo- 
cons that in a close Trump vs. Clinton race a third-party candi- 
date can siphon off enough votes to deprive either of the major 
candidates of the 270 votes needed in the Electoral College. 
That would throw the election into the House of Representa- 
tives, where, the neocons say, we would be more likely to get a 
“real” conservative elected president. However, any challenge 
Kristol and company mount will draw votes from Trump — 
and that is the intention. If they can throw the outcome to a 
House vote under the control of Paul Ryan, they’re fine with 
that; if it means another Clinton White House, they’re fine with 
that too. Anything to stop Trump. 

In a May 9 commentary on Fox Business, Dr. Ron Paul, the 
former Texas congressman and presidential candidate, nailed it. 
“T think what the neocons will do, the Bill Kristols of the world, 
and you hear it already, they’re going to go with Hillary. A Wall 
Street person, and she is a neo-con.” 


Facebook; Photo by McLellan Style 
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“FREE TRADE 


It's Never Been About Trading 


International Merger, by John Birch Society 
CEO Arthur R. Thompson, explores the true 


agenda behind the free trade agreements, pacts, 
and partnerships being considered by the U.S. 
Congress. You will find this book fascinating, and 
be quoting it often. (2015ed., 260pp, 1/$9.95; 
12-23/$7.50ea; 24-39/$5.50ea; 40+/$4.95ea) 
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